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FOREWORD

\

. This study is ome of a series supported,by Special Education
Programs (SEP) to describe the progress being made by local education
agencies in implementing P.L. 94-142 and the challenges remaining.
. - The information presented in this report was gatheréed during the
. . 1980-1981 school year and illustrates the continued commitment and
effoit being made in our pation;b?schools to provide all handicapped
children a freé appropriate pubiié edugation.
. . 1 .
. At the same time it 18 clear that there are remaining challenges .
in assuring that each handicapped child receives a free approﬁ}iate
public educatién. This report suggests certain points where policies .
! may be unclear, or where practices may deviate from the ideals set °
) forth in the Act. giheqé findings are consistent with those of the
., monitoring visits by SEP gtaff to each state participating in
. 'P.L. 94-142. Wher€ such' deviations have been found, SEP has worked
‘ with the states to clarify policies,’ has required that corrective
.-actions be taken, and has required verification that prescribed
' ) corréctive actions are made. In additior, SEP sponsors technical
assistance activities to assist state and local administrators in
appropriately serving all handicapped children.’ :
£

N

-

and -local education agency personnel in examining their own policies and
procedures and in making any changes necessary to achieve the quality
educationgl services for all handicapped students that are the promise
of P.L.'92;%42. , .

. . s It 18 our hope that the fiqgings from this study will assist saate
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( This is the third ‘annual update report of findings from SRI
International’s Iongitud1na1 study of implementation of PL 94-142, the
Education-for A1l Handicapped Children Act, at the Tocal educat1on_agency -
(LEA) Tevel.f;.As part'of\itS'PveraII evaluationof phegress in meeting
the intent of the law, the Office of Special Education (OSE) contracted
with SRI to coﬁduct this multiyear study. The primary phrpose of the study

+ is to inform OSE and Congress abotit whether special education at the Tocal N
quel is. changing 1in the way the Act 1ntended and, to the extent possible,
to eXplazin ~why or why not.’ This Etuc{y is designed as a set of mulfflple

. ? in-depth case studies of Iecal school systems. - C

o

13 T :
Last year, we described how LEAs were responding to the law's require-e

ments dﬁrin931979-80. That report was based on interviews with a variety - S

P of respondents in 17 sites representing 9 states, This report presents,the ~

- . data collected-dgring the third‘year, 1980¢81; from 16 of the same Tocal \‘
education agencies.** | . I - e, . ,
L , " (

— %
/ ‘ 7
IR |
o J o
o C ' L~ '

- . - -

LEAs are a diverse group of administrative units below the. state Tevel.
‘ In addition to Tocal school. districts( LEAs in our study include county

C : school systems, intermediatd units, and joint agreements or consortia
mnong distrﬁcts.

.

h . -
There were 22 LEAs in the original sample. Budgetary constraints resulted
in.reduction of the.sample size in Years 2 and 3.°

\ ’ . .
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In 1979-80 after 2 years of field data co]]ect1on _we concluded that

LEAs cont1nued to make some progress in 1mp1ement1ng the provisions of the
law. New procedures were being 1neorporated into daily practice, which
allowed~professionals to begin to assess whet er the procedures were accom-
p]ishing the purposes intended. Moreover, asﬁhrocedures begame routine,
special education personnel had more time‘and energy for the delivery of
services to handicapped children. _However, we concluded that progress °
toward fu1] implementation of the 1aw--1n the sense of its 1ntent to have
an 1nd1v1dua11zed child-driven system--cont1nued to be constra1ned by three’
factors in the existing local special educat1on service de11ver¥ system:

) inadequacy of available resources, 11m1ted'know4edge and skills on the part
of education personnel, and vague def1n1t1ons of the borders of LEA legal
and(f1sca1 respons1b111ty.

o+
b %

In riew of these second-year findings, the third year of data co]tgc-
t1on focused on (1) how LEAs dealt with these factors in attempting to meet
the full-service goal for their hand1capr,}P°PU1at10ﬂ and (2) whether

w1th1n _these 16 local service delivery systems, school personnel were better '

able than before to meet the intent of PL 94-142. In'particular, we pursued
in depth the "remaining challenges" assoc1ated with secondary -level program-
ming for special educat1on'students. We looked. at ‘academic and vocational

" education ooportunities provided Jby LEAs to help students prepare for the

trans1tion to the woer of work continuing educat1on postsecondary train- .,

ing, or services from other agenc1es. ‘We “here summarize the third-year
findings, comparing them with the second year's, and we. then draw general

conclusions about differences. between the two years.,
- v J - »® ‘

.
’ t P 4

-

) I@plementétion at the LEA Leyel

b .
In 1979—80 we found that in response to external pressures, emphasis ,

in a hajor1t¥ of LMs in the SRI study was placed on decreasing backlogs and
wa1t1ng Tists for services. Strategies used .to reduce backlogs included
hiring more evaf,ation personne] and expanding services. A]thouéh the
\reduct}on of backlogs for=1n1t1a1 evaluation and placement” réma;Fedqi

> €
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? prioritf'fﬁTs past year, backlogs existed in the majority of the sites,
‘primari]y at the evah{ation stage. - Adding evaluators was sti"H e most .
. common strategy used to tackle the backiog problem; fewer districts expanded
S ' serviees to accommodate more students. Hoﬁb/%r, the oontinuing éxistence of -
R back]ogs is not sunprising Because of anticibated 1imits on or decreases
- in LEA resources,,speciai education admi s rators in generals attempted to
' maintain the status quo of their special educataon se4yice delivery systems ’
\’ " through minima] expansion. o -/
1t - o oL t ‘ ' . y
Durfn%_1979-80 all LEAs in\the samp}e used their avai1abie resources .
to expand se;Vices in one way or. another. In the 1980 81 sch001 year, with °
few exceptions, program expansion was more limited 1n»scope. Simu]taneous
expansion at both the presch001 and secondary levels-occurred rarely. A few
LEAs expanded or maintained their presch001 programs (often with preschool
" incéntive grants avaii/ble/under PL 94-142), but most districts focused .
theirefforts on addressinb :program gaps at the secondaf;'ievela primar#!; L
in .vocational educatﬁon, specific learning disability, (SLD) and serious1y - ‘
emotiona11y disturbed (SED) programs. Few changes were observed in the '
nature or quality of services to the fo]]owing handicapped popu1ations.
18-’to'21-9ear-o]ds, severe1glhandicapped “and children in private schools.
A]though reiated sejrvices increased'siightiy in half of the study sites,

T the changes can be characterized as "more of the same." -

-

Overall, we d1d not observe any contraction of the deiivery of special
“education and relatéd services (SEARS) from the levels to which they have
growh over the past 3 years. For the most part, however,'LEA specidl edu-
o cation administrators were attempting to 1imit progrdam expansion or to ¢
maintain. the status quo within their local service delivery systems, in '
anticipation of federa1<qu state cutbacks}in funds. fog education.

, . Jhis year, we found pervasive concern at the LEA level regarding the
[ . " fate of PLAQ4-142 (rescission of the Taw was being discussed atthe time
v cof our site visits), as well as the possible weakenjing of federal and state o
o~ mandates for a free, appropriate public eduqation (FAPE) for handicapped .
children. The mood of fiscal conservatism under the Reagan o ’ .

.
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adm}ﬁistration and related state.devg}dbments hefe Szrceived as major con-
. ) straints to district planning for fufﬁre expansion in special educatioln.
ATthough LEA adm%distrators continugd to fill gaps in“theirilocal service
de]ivery systems, they tended tg approach change mﬁch more cautiously. In
general, people worried more about all resources, not just PL 94-142, which .
remains an important but small pe?cenﬁdgéldf thpir‘overall special education
budgets. ' . R . L.

During 1979-80, dimenéypns 9? the gg}@eré of LEAs' legal and fi;ca1 ~
responsibility to provide SEARS to all e]igibie children within their jur+s4/
/gictigns became clearer, as school districts experienced more questions
= surrounding related services. In some cases,-the borderzwyere clarified by
court cases, OSE monitoring, or a change in statg policy. Despite some
concern last year over the 12-month_scﬁoo]ing jssue raised by Armstrong v.

~ Kline, few LEAs saw this as a demand on them this year. ,

. However, ope issue of dﬁ f‘concern to most LEAs in the study--the
provision of fental hea]t?/ge jices (psychotherapy, psychological and
psychiatrié counseling)--remained .an issue in 1980-81, because no clari-

& ‘fication has come from 0SE. The majority of stﬁdy sites continued to draw
the line of their responsibility at thetf traditional medical/educational
border (e.g., that psychotherapy is a medical, not ah educational service).

-

-

) Educa@ieh agency responsibility for related services also remained a

. problematic issue in the area of interagency coardination because of (1) the -
general supervision clause of PL 94-142, (2) the law's requirement thap*y
related services be.,provided ‘to handicapped children at no’cost to their
parents, and (3) the political and financial realities of how state human

s sefvice de]#very sysféﬁs function oh a day-to-déy Sésis. ALQhough some

stétes in the SRI study made progress in implementing interagency agreé- '
ments, ' there continued to be wide variation in the extent to which inte-
gration of services to the handicapped had been accomplished by the 1980-81

'schoal year, In addition to the continuing need to review 9ndxrev{se
conf]icting\haws and,fegq]ations beriaining to cooperative service

. .oxviii-
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arrangements, SEAs and LEAs must Commit resources to bring about 1nteragency
cboperatwon Adequatp incentives must exist for education and other human _
*service agencies to cooperate current]y, incentives vary depending on local -,
and state-level circumstances.
[y ‘3 4 S

Court cases continued to influence various aspects of local specia}
education service de11very systems, although.due process hearwng actithy
contwnued to dec]wne this past year. N Unlike court easesj/due process &ear-
ing decisions per .se do not generally produce programmatic or systemat1c
changes in LEA” policy. For the most part; informal resolution!of parent
compTa%pts through varwous complaint procedures has 1ncreased over the past

3 years,. C .« s

Practices at the Sohool‘Level ., ! <////’/u

Buring 1979 80 we observed that the procedural requwrements of
"PL 94-142 had been refined and had been incorporated as routwnetpractioes.
Most administrafive procedures (the individual education program [IEP]
process in particular) were a genera]]y accepted part of the. job, and the

, maJorwty of the LEAs viewed them as less difficult to perform than 1n the

first year (1978-79). S

In T980-81 'We saw fittle ohange in schoo]-]evef\practices Techniques
designed, to increase-the appropriateness of referrals 'to spec1a1 education
_(i.e., intervention prior to formal referral to special educatwon) continued
to be .used. In general, we did not find a greater emphasis on prereferra]
screening and intervention, but a few LEAs showed systematic 1ncréases in
this area, in response to changes in state regulations and, in ongvcase as
part of d]strict p1ann1ng As reported last year, professional staffs in.
sites usipg prereferral intervention techniques believe £hat such techniques
increase the appropriateness of formal referrals to special éducation.

‘ : iy . ) .

A]tpough the pattern of increasing mu]tidiscip]inank*eva]uation and ~
individualized assessment practices continued this past year, the evaluation
picture shifted slightly at both the elementary and secondary levels. That

M)
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s, the changes demanded by, externa] factors (e.g., state regulations and
mon1tor1ng§ dsE mon1tor1ng) feemed to be, dﬁrected toward refinement, rather
than restructur1ng, of the ¥ystem. For the most part, the changes demanded
by prew1ous ‘Court cases (e*??:ﬂhatt1e T. v. Holladay and Larry P. v. Riles)
have already Been fade. ®Although we found this year that most LEAs provided
information to parents coneerning their right to an independent educational -
evaluation at public expense if they disagree w1th an LEA evaluation, par-
“ents rarely used this option. However, LEA eva]uat1on teams did tend to
g1ve cons1derat1on to the few parent-initiated 1ndependent education evafua-
tions they received. Reevaluations every 3 years continued to be of low

: pr1or1ty, except in d1str1cts where external factors (court cases, monitor- .
,1ng) created pressure to attend to them.

4
L b

In determining children's services on thé basis. of indivjduah needs, .
school personnel remainéd .Coffstrained by what services weré currently
available. G1ven 11m1ted program expansion'and change in the;cont1nuum of
program options, professional staffs could rarely consider serv1ces "not
- already available through their nnd1v1dua1_d1str1cts when making decisions
about chjldren's serviées] Although parent involvement in school-level
dec1s1onmak1ng is now considered a routine part of the evaluation and ,

“

p]acement process, parents input remaingd primarily nonsubstantive in
“.nature. . . >
. h . e L

2
3

We did dhderye majer changes in IEP practices in the study'sites,
_relatéd both to the time when short-term objectives are written (i.e.ér
before rather than after placement) and to the nature of the objectives.’
- The pattern in the maJor1ty of the LEAs was t? write broader short-term
objectives. In effectf this practice made IEPs less 1ike instructional
ptans, so that they”ref]ected the intent of OSE's recent interpretation

of the IEP requirement.

5

.‘, In general, there was.little expansion in the continuum of placement
opt1ons available to handicapped students, and a wider continuum of options '
continued to exist for mi]d]y hahdicapped sfudents {primarily and

educab]e menta]]y retarded [EMR] than for the more severely handicapped

‘\ < » . . %
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(e g., trainab'le mentaUy retarded [TMR] and severe]y mentaﬂy retarded
[SMR]) Al though we saw no major change this year 1n the amount of main-

I streaming of specia] education students we did fi nd that new strategies to

faciiitate mainstreaming continued to be developed.- We found genera]]y that
regular’ teachers continued to accept their expanded role vis-a-vis special P
education \sli;udents“, thus making mainstreaming easier to accomplish.
Given ’Iimited program expansion in 1980- 81 there were few additions
oi: instruqional personnel. Even though LEAs sought to maintain the status
quo, the existing work force was required to take on additional responsi-
/bihties or work]oads te try to. maintain appropri ate programming for

handica;)p‘\i-’thﬂdren. ) . »

*In 1978- 79 we identified boundaries, particularly the boundary between I
’special education and regu]ar ‘education, as a source of problems for imple-
mentation of PL 94-142. This was especially true in areas.that requi red-
some typ! of coordination dn such activities as mainstreaming and IEP devel-
opment and use. ‘We found that the personnel whose role is to facilitate
such coordination, whom we called "boundary crossers,” had a significant
iefféct in minimizing barriers tg implementation Where boundary crossers

| had ex{sted pnevious]y, in 1980- 8T they continued in their primary function
-of bridging the organizational barriers between regu]ar and srhcia] educa-
tion personneél. This year, we. found an increase in the number of boundary- 7
crofssing- personnel , primarily because of increased coordination between the
i special education and vogational education systems at the secondary level.

Efforts to increase the knowledge and skills of regular and speci 1
' educat‘ion personnel through inserv1ce training changed 1ittle in 1980-81.
As has been the case in past years, both regular and special education N
personne] *need. more substantive traifnng regarding working with handicapped
.students, as do regular education teachers who work with slow learners in
the regular classroom envi mnment.- 0vera11, inservice training remained

a low priority at both the LEA and SEA levels. )

]
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Secondary and Postsecondary Opportunities for Handicapped Individuals
A .

¢

In 1979-80, we, found that a]though a w1de range o of high school program

options existed across the LEAs, rare]y did a comprehens1ve range of options
exist within a given LEA. A handicapped student's program.apt1ons were
determined largely.by what was available within a district, and varied
substantially across sites. Although our findings thisfyear are consistent
with those of last year, we obtained mo n-depth knowledge of the goals
and opportunities for secondary students. In genera] LEAs in this study
beligve that their high school programs should prepare special education
stndénts for continuing education, postsecondary training, or employment.
The employability goal is strongest Tzr‘EMR and more severely handicapped
studEhts Overall, mere program options exft for the upper range of ,
handicapped students primarily SLD, higher functioning EMR, and SED
students W1th socially appropr1ate behavior.

Despite budgetary constraints, the majority of LEAs in the study tar-
geted more resources to service gaps at the secondary level than to any
other 1eve1‘of the local ‘special education sexvice delivery system. In
partieular, efforts were made- to improve SLD, SED, and vocational education
programs and services. Factors 1nf1uenc1ng this trend included: (1) more
students who ,had been 1dent1f1ed as hand1capped at the e]ementary level.were
now reach1ng the secondary schools, and (2) dec11n1ng enrollment in the
regu]ar education population meant that vocational program’staff and others
had time to devote to the special education population.

The majority of LEAs addressedivocationa1 education programmatic gaps
in 1980-81. While some districts expanded programs, others focused their
efforts on creating new roles, or modifying roles or procedures, to better
coordinate 1ggaﬁ1onq3 education services for special education students. We
observed new, collaborative efforts between the vooat1ona1 education and
" special education systems; such cooperat1on is a s1gn1f1cant factor in pro-
v1d1ng handicapped students with access to greater vocational and technical
training opportunities. Despite LEA efforts to improve the components of

N ////,their vocational education service delivery systems, however, all system

..
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components rarely 1inked together smoothiy.' The transition of handicapped | .
students from school' to work is often difficult. Unmet needs existed in /'
such areas as vocational assessment, career counseling, curricuium and
‘equipmient modification, and job placement services.
¥ . y R .
' MWhen we looked at the effects of minimal competency testing (MCT) on
‘- -special education student programming this year, we found that -many issues
remained unresolved in the development and impiementation of MCT programs-
where such tests were Used for graduation requirements they presented
particuiar concerns for the handicapped student ‘population. MCT programs
require educators to reconsider the significance of the high school diploma
and ‘the validity of tests in setting educational competency standards '
defined as pminimal. Major MCT policy issues affecting special, education
students fnclude exclusion or 1nc1usion of specific handicapped popula- L e
tiOﬂSein MCT programs, devglopment and accessibiiity of appropriate tests,
and alternative (different al) graduation standardS-

A}

" This year, for the first time in this gtudy, we inquired about-goals *
and prggrams for the 18- tor21-year-old handicapped'popuiation and explored-
tHe actual postsecondary options for these special education students
when they graduated or left school. We found that ‘school systems did not

- generaiiy include postgraduation opportuhities in their domain of concern,

_ hor did any other agency think in temms of gge -defined groups. Rather,
these students fell into one or more of four options after higﬁ’schooi' ,
.continuing education (e,g.,\coiiege. aduit educationJ, empioyment or further , ?’
J vocational fraining; clients capetaking or other human service agencies

) .(e.g., welfare, group homes);ét\\\other" (e.g., miiitany service, at home,

' ~ ~corrections system, “on the street"). Again, the degree of self-sufficiency . LY
or independent 1iving that they‘attained'depended not‘oniy on ‘their capa- '

' biiities and prepgration, ut also on the social institutions and other

iocai resources for handicapped people. L\ \ 9 ‘ /

4

!

-
&

Postseconddry opportunities for spec1a1 education students varied
considerabiy across districts. As is the case whiie in school, the mildly

*handicapped (high fuqftioning SLD and mild SED) and the motor and sensory
/

/ < xx1ii
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'corregtive action in response to monitoring (e.g., mak
less like instructional plans), they @éde additional ,adaptations cansistent

« ’, . . /

Y § % @ ~ . ’
handicapped§had themost opportunities open to them in the postsecondary
“world. For Jore: severely hand1capped (e.g., low functioning EMR, TMR, SMR),
there were genera]]yvsome caretaking services available, but these service

agencies a]so felt threatened by funding cutbacks. Because low functioning

SLD and EMR students oftedg:a11 to meet agency e11gibi1ity criteria for

few suitable programs exist for them, they may
bg 1east weld ‘matched with needed social services.

th¢Se serV1ces, and becaus

SN e
v rd . . .,

‘a"\."s . ’ 5

Conclusions and Anticipated Chadges ‘ "

4

"During the third‘year of thig study, we collected d;ta in 16 of the -
original 22 sites. On the basis of fhe data, we conclude that LEAs contique\
to progress 1n implementing PL 94-142. In’'tontrast to 1ast,year, the law's
requ1rements per se seEmed to have less influence on LEA special education
adm1n1strat1ve decisionmaking tq?n did other external factors (e.g., court .
cases, po11cy changes, SEA regu]at1ons) and internal factqrs intrinsit to

»

. individual service delivery systems. "For examp]e, evez when LEAs took

ing IEP objectives

_With the context of th&ir local systems.

'
[

Qﬁgtrict contfhué to move toward the full-service goal of PL 94-1&% by
~addres ing special education program gaps,.pa}ticu1ar1y at the secondary ‘
level. However, they remain constrained by the three~problem areas of
1nadequate resources, 1imited knowledge and skills of education personnel,
and the Vague definitions of the borders of LEA legal and fiscal responsi-
bility. "In 1979-80, we noted that LEAs were becoming more aware of the
dimensions of the constra1nts under which they must operate and the extent
to which they have contro] over them. _As these dipensions became clearef,
LEAs were better able to focusiiﬁ:1r limited resources d% solutions to local
SEARS problems. In 1980-81, these dimensions became less clear because of *
anticipated fMeral and state cutbacks in support to special education. As
a result, LEA adm1n1strators were concerned aboht the future. of service
delivery to handicapped children.? ’ , ;

'3
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Although it should be noted that we visited thé. study sites at a time ’/// )

of great uUncertainty about federa] funding 1eve1s-and thus heard fears of

the worst possib]e scenarios, 1t seems clear that;hEA adnﬁn1strat‘rs will be"

faced with future cutbacks and should plan conservative]y PL 94-142 will

remain a categorical federal aid program for at Teast 1 to 3 years, ,after

recently being excluded from the Reagan adm1nistration s block grant legis-

lation for federal education programs; howeVer the entire federal role in
~ education is being fundamenta]]y reassessed _'PL 94-142 funds will remain .

. targeted to handicapped children in the short tem, thus avoiding compe- . .

tition for do]]ars ~among the targeted population groups (~ e., Title I
disadvantaged the handicapped), but the federal fund1ng role is expected e
to diminish with1n the next few years.

»

j

L)

We have suggested prev19us1y that local staff need OSE s assistance
in clarifying their borders of responsibility. However, the issue remains
this year that unless LEAs draw their own borders of legal apd fiscal

L responsibility for SEARS, .it is unclear at which level--federal, state,‘
" or local--such cliarification will occur. When the impending changes in

- <

*

> _PL 94-14é regulations become known, it should be apparent at which A evef
i such decisions most appropr1ate1y shou]d be made: 'C1arifidation in this

area should also contribute to the reso]ution of pr9b1ems that still rema1n

in the area of 1nteragenqy coord1nat1on of re1ated services at the state ,

Slevel. - . oL

p . Given impending ‘changes in the locus of educational decisionmaking, we
conclude that OSE should consider focusing its technical assistance efforts
on assistance designed to‘enhaﬁ?§'1oca1 capacity to adapt to the realitie$¥
of fiscal conservatism. Some of the creative strategies we observed this
‘year (described in Sections II, III, -and TV) might be he]pfu] to many LEA '

s administrators strugg]ing with major planning decisions.

¥ -
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* were being incorporated into dgily practice, wh

‘1 " INTRODUCTION

(%}

A . . ’ :

This is the ¢ghird annual update report of findings- from SRI Interna- ~
t?bnal's Tongitudinal study of implementation of PL 94-142, the Education .
for A1l Handicapped Children Act, at the local education agency (L
level.* As part of its overall evaluation of progress in meeting the intent
of the law, the Office of Special Equc&tioh (0SE) contracted with SR\ to_ -
conduct thig multi-year study. The primary purpose of the study is to
inform OSE and Congress about whether sbecial education at the local:level
is changing in the way the Act intended and, to the extent possible, to

Ad

7exp1a1n why~or why not. This study is designed as a set of multiple

in-depth case studies of local school Eystems. ‘

-

Last year, we described hoJ LEAs were respoﬁding to the'law's'requiré-
ments during 1979-80. That report was based on interviews with a var%ety of
respondents in 17 site; rep?esenting€9 statés. This report presents the
data collected during the third year, 1980-81, from 16 of the same local
education agencies.** ' S

L3

-

¢

’

Thé main fin&ing from the second year of the stddy was that LEAs
continued to make progress in implementing PL 94-142. The new procedures
cipllowed professionats

¥

o

3

* b . i i " ' '
LEAs are a diverse group of administrat units below the state level.
In addition to local school districts¢”LEAs in odr study include county
school systems, intermediate units; apd joint agreements or consortia
among districts. - : ‘

**The;é were .22 LEAs in the original saﬁple. Budgetary constraints resulted
in reduction of the sample size in Years 2 and 3.

S
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to beg1n to assess whether the procedures were accomplishing the purpose

.1ntended. Moreover as procedures became routine, special educat1on

.

personne] had more time and energy for the de11veny of serV1ces to handﬁw
capped. children. However, we concluded that progress toward full imp)emen-'
tation of the law (in its intent to have an individualized, &hild-driven
system) continued to be constrained by three ma1n characteristics of the
1oca1 special education service de11veryjsystem “inadequacy of available
‘resources, 1imited knowledge and skills on the part of education personnel,
and vague definition of the borders of LEA legal and fiscal responsibility.

-
&,

During the third year of data collection, therefoke we focused s
.generally on (1) how LEAs dealt with these constra1n1ng factors in .
attempt1ng to meet the full-service goal for their handicapped popu]at1on
.and (2) whether, within the 16 local service delivery systems studied,
school personnel were better able to meet thé intent of PL 94-142 than \ .
previously. And in particular, we focused on the "remaining cha]]enges" . .
assoc1ated with secondanyr1eve1 programm1ng for special educat1on students, ‘
as well as postsecondary opportun1t1es for them.” ] .

In 1979- 86 we noted that LEAs were becoming more aware of the dimen- -
sions of the constraints under which they must operate and the extent to
which they have €ontrol over them As the dimensions became c]eaﬁer, LEAs
were better able to focus their l1imited resources on so1ut1ops to local '
special'educatioh'and related services (SEARS) problems. In 1980-81, these
dimensions became less clear, primarily because of the pervasive concern at
the LEA level regarding the fate of PL 94-142 (rescission of the law was

_being discussed at the time of our site visits), as well as the possible

weakening of federal and state mandates for a free, appropr1ate public? -~
educat1on (FAPE) for handicapped children.

\

o~ . . bf‘

Overall, we did not observe any contraction of the delivery of special
.education and related services from the levels to which they have grown over

“Ehe past 3 years. For the most part, however, LEA special education *




administrators were attehpting to Timit program expansion or to maintain the
" status quo within their 1pcal service delivery systems, in anticipation of
federal and state™cutbacks in educational funds. The mood of fiscal conser-
.vatism undér the Reagan administration and related state deve]opments wexp
perce1ved as major constra1nts to d1str1ct planning for future expans1on in
spec1a1 education. Although LEA adm1n1strators continued to fill gaps in
their service delivery systems,.they tended to approach change much more
cautiously than before. In general,”people worried moré about gll resources,
not just PL 94-142,- which remains an important but small percentage of their
overall special education budgets. T g
| . . . > B

Inquiring abou‘q goals and programs for the‘ 18- to 21 -year-old handi-
‘capped population, we found that postsecondanx//pportun1t1es for special
education students varied cons1derab]y across districtst As is the case
while in schogl, "the mildly hand1capped population has the most opportunities
open to them in the postsecondary world. For the more severely handicapped,
there are generally some caretaking services available, but these service
agenc1es also feel threatened: by funding cutbacks. \

-
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Content of the Report

+

“The third year's Tindings are presented in the following three
sections. The first findings section (II) examines changes in implemen-
tat1on at the LEA"level. The first subsection of Section II describes the
resources of and demands on the local service de]1veny system as LEAs
confront increasing fiscal conservatism. The next two subsections consider
the nature of legal pressures on local school districts in 1980-81 and the
status of interdiency coordination to provide services to handicapped
children. . The last subsection examines how districts are handling evalua-
tion and placement backlogs and the 1imited extent to which they are
expanding special education and re]ated services. ) |
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Section III presents the findings on ho# the needs ofrind?ViduaI
b students are being met. at the elementary and secondary Jevels. Last year's
f1nd1ngs 1nd1cated that LEAs still had much to accomplish in meeting’the .
‘intent of the law in terms of individualization. Section II desckibes the
progress in this areaJﬁuriﬁg 1980-81. We first describe the use of pre- . A
referral screen1ng strategie$ designed to 1ntervene before children are ’
formally referred for special. education, as well as to pr0v1de "h1gh risk"
children with supportive services in the regular classroom. We then present
findings about procédures from evalu tjon to placement, 1nc1ud1ng evalua- ‘
.‘ t1on/reeva1uat1on procedures, indi 1dua1 education program (IEP) pract1ces,
‘ and parent 1nv01vement in decisionmaking. In the fourth subsect1oq, we
* consider how the concepts of "least restrictive env1ronmentﬂ (LRE) and
ma1nstream1ng are giving impetus to changes in the cont1nuum of program.
options and the coordinat1on of services between regular and special
n education. Finally, we describe changes in personnel roIes (including the
' boundary-crosser role) designed to coordinate servicés for special education -
students, and wé update the status of inservice training for school
personngl. )
Secondary-level programs, graduation requirements, and postsecondary
" ~opportunities for handicapped students are discussed in Section IV. First,
we describe changes in h1gh school program options, with particular emphasis
on vocational education opportun1t1es. We then present our find1ngs about \
the effects of graduation requirements and minimal competency test1ng»on
handicapped students. In the final subsection of Section IV, we discuss the’
~ transition of special educat1on students from high sghool to the post- -~
secondary world.

>

The intent of Sections II, III, and IV is to compare the findings from
. the third year with those from the second year wherever poss1b1e, ) that

conclusions can be drawn about changes and movement toward meet1ng the full
intent of the Iaw. These sections also h1gh11ght examples of strateg1es

. ) that various districts are using in their 1mp1eme*tion efforts.
¢ ) \ '




Finally, Section V presents a summary and ‘conclusions. We first -
_present an overv1ew of the progress we observed during the 1980-81 school™ ..
year, then d1scuss ant1c1pated change% 1n the context of a chang1ng federal
. role in education. : L : ¢

. Design of the Study -~ -~ - - ) ' ' - %/ .
e . _ . :

The design of‘the third-year study wg; based on the conceptual frame- .
work and method of approacb\deve1oped durifig the first year and described fh
the f1rst—yearf report (see Appendices A;}’ %ﬁ’) * Our basic data co]]ect\ion

. strptegx Hs' to{%pnduct interviews in the study site§ twice each school year J/’
for axperiod of geveral days. This year, however, budgetary constraints '
resulted*in our visiting the sites only once, in February and March 1981.

Interviews were conducted at both the school .and district levels. Respon-

~

dents included special education administrators, -principals, special )
‘educati;?'teachers, psychologists, vocational education personnel, and c T
representatives of human service agencies. ’ 7

Our original site selection procedure (including the selective elimina- v
tion of some sites from the study in Years 2 and 3) was designed to proyide s

maximum variation among LEAs in the study on the factors most 1ikely to .
exp1a1n d1fferences fn local implementation of the ‘law. These factors
include: different state specia] education laws and funding formulas, )
different special education administrative structures, availability of local -
resources . (i.e., amount of local funding, facilities, qua]if1ed staff, ,
administrative leadership, and community invo]vement), and. accessibility of

¢ resources (i.e., geographic size and- population dispersal). ‘The sites
in€luded in"the. third year were: ;

o -
= : . .
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M S. Stearns, D. Greene, J. L. David, Loca] Imp]ementation of PL 94-142:
First Year Report of a Longitudina] Study SRI International, Menlo Park,
‘Calfornia, ApriT T9&0.
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. California . . T
- ~ ~ Butte County ‘Consartiun : p
-, ". = Fresno Unified School District - ~_
- San:Diego Unified School District

. Florida .-

‘4

e Hfllsﬁorough County Schools
. Ilinois .

. = Lee County Joint Agreement
' - Northern Suburban Special_Education Dystrict

'. . M1ssissipp1

- Pascagoula ﬁunicipal Separate School District .

-

".. OklaHoma e —
} ¢
. - Guthrie Independent School District , ~
s - Tulsa Independent School District

. Pennsylvania
- Philadelphia Intermediate Unit #26 '
. Rhode Island

- °Covént£y School District . °
- Woonsocket Schqo1 District

. . 'Tennessee - ,
. . *® a <~

) « - Campbel1 -County School System -

) S - Memphis City School System ) .
- 7 - Metropolitaﬁ Nashville Public Schools )
:;:,;:_ﬁ‘ . Washington “ "

Ratn, . o

ot W ' - Edmonds School District,

° = - e @

' Fhe findings presented in this report are derived from a cross-site-
analysis of the ]980 81 case stquydata. Our-analysis of findings across
the 76 case studies permits us to extend inferences about what explains

. progress or hck of progress to sites beyond those in our sample. That is,’

= @ 'Y > . . * .

e wher\we provide a reason or g’xplanation for how or why something is, being
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done, we are reasonably certain that the relétioﬁ;hip is applicable to LEAs

in general across the country. In contrast, when we report how frequently‘ \

we observed some event or activity (e.g., the majority of the LEAs addressed

vocational education. programmatic gaps; most LEAs seemed to be filling !

service gaps), our-claims about prevalence are explicitly Timited to the 16

LEAs we aé%uafly'visited. A study of this type’ cannot support any inference
‘or extrapolation about prevalenag to the nation as a whole. - -~ ) ,

[ 4

.t

o™

-0
> ‘(L




-

1] IMPLEMENTATION AT THE LEA LEVEL

-

. , ) . P .
This section describes the progress of the implementation of PL 94-142°
P as observed in the 16 special education service delivery systems visited
during the 1980481 school year. We first discuss local-edueation agency
-/// .resources, demands on the service deiivery system, and the ways that various
factors (i.e., Tocal .and outside infiuences) affected the allocation of
spec1al education resources. Next we discuss legal pressures on. LEAsl
~ ‘} ifciuding court cases and due process hear1ngs. We then describe the status
of.‘interagency, coordination, including an update on iegai and fiscal ~
resgbnsibiiity for the provision of SEARS to handicapped ch14dren.'\Fina11y, .
we describe the changes (compared with the 1979-80 school year) in backlogs -
of the service delivery systhm, as well as changes in the provision of
special education and related services to beneficiaries within the juris-
‘dictions <of LEAs. In particular, the focus is on describing the nature of
h . program expansion by age range, handicapping condition, an‘ services to..
nonpub}ic schools. . , . \ -

N

- C :

- * M
Resources of and Demands on Local Special Education Delivery Systems
N '\,

L4 L] z

»

with few excepfions, we found that LEA special education administrators
were more concerned this past year than in 1979-80 about local and external™
factors that may greatly inhibit their future abiiityiid move toward
PL 94-142's full=service goai._ For example, because of the sudden fiscal -
conservatism of the local school board, one LEA Special education director
planned no expansion of “special education servﬁ;es. The board denied
approval of the director's request to pursue state grant monies to Tdentify
borderline chiidrEn with a specific learning disability (SLD). According to

a board member, special education is "big enough." . .
‘ ' i
9 T
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, \ Although']pca] support. for special education was of concern, the o
JEﬁvasive e gern across the study sites was anticipated cutbacks in federal
and state shpport to educggion under the inf]uence_of the,conse}va;ive

Reagan adm1n1strat1on. A sense of uncertainty about funding levels

prevailed and made it very d1ff1cx€t for LEA adm1n1\rators to plan for the/
coming year. As one ]ocal;bdm1n1strator commented?

Fund1ng insecuyity 1s a ma30r‘tonstra1nt.... We're in a holding
‘pattern for the next ears, with Tittle or no new programs ‘
_expected, -7’ :

A
L

State Education. Agency Initiatives

The general tone in at least seven of the nine states in/;he study was
that "specia].educafﬁqn cannot serve everyone." The other two states are in
areas of rapid economit growth (the Sunbelt) so that their resources are not
yet an obstacle to phogram expansion. If federal and state mandates for a
free, appropriate public education for handicapped children weaken,_1oca1
administrators anticipate that the mildly. handicapped population will suffer
as federa] and state ‘resources are targeted to the more severely handicapped.

*

. Dur1ng oUY 1980-8] site v1s1ts we found evidence that some states have
already 11m1ted or were plann1ng to ]1m1t their support for special
‘education. Under new regulatiors gu1d1ng California's. Master Plan for
Special Educatdop'1mp]ementat1on, a 10% cap (down from 11%) was imposed on "
the number of- spec1a1 education students that can be counted for state
re1mbursement purposes. The max1mum proport1ons for specific instructional
service cate ofies were also des1gnated. The state education agency (SEA)
also tightened somewhat the e11g1b111ty criteria for the learning .
handicapped population.* The 1mpact on, twd of the study sites in this state

~was evident in 1980-81. One LEA already had reached the fund1ng m

*Under the. fornia Education Code, learning handicapped students are
those witfi-significant disabilities in learning or behavipr, such as
]earning dtsabilities, behavfor“disorders, and educationa retardatmon.

S 3. 10 . T .
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self-contained classes, yet had many children waiting'for such piacehents.

- The LEA special education director had already asked for a waiver to . \

transfer related services money to pay for additional self-contained - .
classes. The other district decertified some resource room children and
returned them to, the ‘regular classroom with supportive, services.

. . N \

In Tennessee, state sales and property tax revenues did not reach the
amount -expected for this year, s0 state special education support was cut by
$18 mi]]ion statewide. An SEA task force developed.proposed regulations to
make the state law (Chapter 839) more consistent with PL 94-142 mandates.
These proposed reéu]ations wou]d.de]ete the fo]]oning categories from state _
law: 1earn1ng probtems, socia]ly maiadJusted intellectually gifted, and
pregnant minors. The probo§bd regulations also call for tightening of SLD
eligibility criteria by using stanine scores to define the regpired
discrepancy between achievement and abi]ity.

* . -~
-~ , ‘

Pennsylvania's SEA proposed a new special education funding model in an
effort to "level off" state support for special education. The currént
open-ended, excess-cost model concerns 1egis]ators because ' everyone wants '
to seé the end of the road here." The proposed funding model was designed
to reduce state funding of specia] education by placing a 1imit on the '
number of handicapped children for which LEAs would receive reimbursemeht.
Aithough the: modeIJWas drdpped after a series of statewide hearings the N
"state education secretary comméiteds - - :

x-{' -~

I'm conyinced“that the issues that have been raised are important
ones.. I'm also convinced that changes must be made in the way we
fund special education in Pennsylvania, and #n how we control the
cost and how we deal with ‘court mandates.*

’Finaliy,'in(March 1981, in anticipation{oi impending'federal cutbacks
ip/PL 94-]42‘funding Jevels, the I11inois SEA required LEAs to cut theirs
1981 -82 app]ications_for PL 94-142 entitlement grants by 25%. In addition,

.
.
P
P - .
.
+

* "\ . ‘ )
" Education of the Handicapped, June 3, 1981.
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.a bill to "demandate" the I11inois spec1a1 eJLcatibn law was introduced into
the state 1egws]ature. Although the bill fa11ed to pass by one vote, a &

1oca1'super1ntendent expressed concern that "...the climate of fiscal
conservatism created in Washington under Reagan has been imported to state
cap{té]s.f '
! ' r .

Local Education Agency Allocation of Resources

; Despite such SEA initiathes‘and LEA administrators' concerns regarding
inated federal and state funding cutbacks, the additions to -special
ation service delivery over the past 3 years were not reduced greatly in
tne 1980-81 school yea;§ However, it appeared that/the rate of growth 4
slowed as the services provided to handicapped children expanded only
‘minimally. .Only two sites in Sundj}ﬁistétes had special education service
deiivery systems that continued to/grow at a rqpid pace. v

at

Factors related to changes in LEAs' special education service delivery
eystems and their capacity to meet the individual needs of handicapped .
¥hildren are discussed ihroughout this section and in otfier sections of this
report. Such factors include: . . ,

-~

. PL 94-1 420 ’ .
. Changes in state legislation and/or regu]atjons.
" . Budgetary constraints.

. New service demands (e.g., extended school year, pr1vate schools,
deinstitutionalization) .

"', Declining enrollment. ' 'S

. Lega]/advochy,pressure (i.e., due process hearings, court caseg).

»




system are the following:

Summary ’ .

* The most significantzof our findings during the 1980-81 school year
regarding the resougces'of and demands on the special education deliVery

PP
- \ . f(¢ .

. The major concern of district special education administrators was
anticipated cutbacks in federal and state support to education.}’
Uncertainty regarding funding levels has.made it very difficult for

A LEA administrators to plan fer 1981-82. They fear that current
fiscal conservatism may greatly. inhibit their future ability to move

- toward PL 94-142's ful;;ﬁssxice goal.
e Some states have alre y limited or.are planning to limit their

support for special eflucation through various means--placing
1imitations on the mymber of the handicapped children who can’ be

counted for reimbursement purposes, tiggtening eligibility criteria,’

. dropping some special education d1sab ty categories, and
estab11sb1ng new funding models.

. Local administrators anticipate that the mildly handicapped
population will suffer as support to special educatipn weakens
because resources will be targeted to the severely impaired.
Despite these concdrns, no overall contraction in SEARS de11veny
has occurred this year in the study sites.” .

(

Legal Pressure of Court Cases and-Due Process Hearings and Proced&es

« Court Cases .

»

) f [ ]
2 s cps . . . .
Court cases related to specific issues affecting special education are

‘\ v .
generally discussed where relevant in other sections of his report. For

example, court cases related to the issue .of minimal competency testing are
mentioned in Section IV. However, the cases related to the 12-month
scheoling issue are discussed here. _Followihg this discussion, we degcribe
changes in due process hearings and procedures.

In T979- 80, Pennsylvania's Armstrong v. Kline decision caused SQme\
concern in other stg}es, but no, trend toward an ‘extended school year (i. ea,
. [ -

3

13 4

o
e

L




, ‘ 2

12-month schooling’ for handicapped students) was apparent in the sites
participating in our study.* Ihe Pennsylvania State Department of Education
appealed the 12-month schooling case to the U.S. Supreme Court, saying that
the ruling would hurt’its budget and local control of education.* On June

22, 1981, the U.S. Supreme Court refused to review the case, now referred to
as Scanlon v. Battle. Thus, Pennsylvania must find the money to keep its

schqo]s open to severely handicapped children on a year-round basis. Since
1979, the state has provided summer schooling for more than 2,000 disabled
students at a cost of more than $1 million per summer.***
Y R ’ .
— The Phi]ade]phig School District implemented the Armstrong v. Kline

¢ decision in Summer 1980. The Education Law Center assisted the LEA in its °
implementation efforts, and there was general égreement that the pfogram had
been a success, _The_individuals we talked wi eported that approximately
300 severely handicapped students were identified and served. Although the
SEA funded the program in'1980, funding for Summer 1981 was still- in

question at the local level. , N,

4 : 1
The provision of an extended school year was at issue in one other
state this year. In Miss{ssippi, the Crawford v. Pittman decision required

the state to provide 12-month services to several severely handicappéd
studénts. However, at the time of our visit, no impact was seen at the
local level because an SEA policy “had not been issued. ) ,

-~

-

* -
On June 21, 1979, the U.S. District Court for the Eastern Distnict of
Pennsylvania ruled that the state's blanket refusal to provide 12-month
education services violated PL'94-142, ,That is, the court held that,-
under, federal law, each handicapped child ,in the Commonwealth is .entitled
to rékeive a "free appropriate public education" and recognized that, to
have meaningful access to public éducation, handicapped students may
require a continuous program of SEARS in excess of the normal 180-day
school year. .

k% ' ’
Education Daily, June 18, 1981.

* ¥k
- Education of the Handicapped, July 1, 1981.

-
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For the most part, the 12-month schooling issue was mentioned as a

” Jconcern in about one-third of the study sites. Only in one LEA was the
:/swﬁner schQol isste the subject of a due process hearing this past year;

however, the LEA won the hear1ng and did not have to prov1de summer school .

services. In another LEA whe}e summer school had been an issue in due .

process hearings in the past, there .was continued pressure from some

parents. However, because the district had won the hearings prev1ous1y, LEA

administrators were not greatly concerned and indicated that most parents

did not seem to be pushing Jlny hard” for 12-month schooling.

i

H

A

- In summary, it appeared that various local administrators were aware of =

‘ the national attention that 12-month schooling has received. Nevertheless, X
o demand for this service.is not strong in most of the LEAs participating,in ¥~
the Tongitudinal study.

o

-~

Due Process Hearings and.Procedures . e

Due.process hearing activity can be characteriaed as minimal in all the
study sites this year. Half of the LEAs had frgm-one to three hear1ngs,
half had none. Over the past 3 years, we have observed a gradual decline in
due process hearing activity. For the most part, LEAs have tended to win *
hearings. As¢one local superintendent reflected on the change in due ) _

~ process activity (the district 1n1t1ated both due process hearings this :
year), he commented that parents no 1onger seem intergsted in going through
the hearing process any longer. He though; that perhaps this was because ,
+  parents perceive that "it's a losing game--they 1ose because they're wrong o
or because we have an edge with 1auyers."

As was true last year, due process hearipgs generally were over the
issues of private school placement and related services. In the one LEA -
that experienced its first due process hearing this ear, parents objected
to the district's recommendation that their thild bexgerved in ¥ trainable
mentally retarded q]assroom within the LEA, rather than ip a costly private :‘

-
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hospital where he had been served previously. Although the case was
unresolved at%the time of our visif,-fge LEA special education director was_
= concerned that losing this case might upset the calm school-community ' ,
relationship that has existed for the %ast 3 years: "The school board will
go crazy if we have to pay." A due process hearing in another district
involved 'a different issue. - Parents wanted to specify the amount of related "
services and the specific form of service delivery for their autistic .
ch%]d. The LEA was able to estab11sh that it was prov1d1ng appropr1ate

SEARS for this child and won the hearing.

process hearing depénded on‘a variety of local factors, such as the presence

of parent advocates and availability of mediation as a pr1or a1ternat1ve., -

In particular, the past history and general tone of parent -school .

re]at1dﬁkh1ps in a district, as we]] as the desire and capacity of

individual LEA personnel to use 1nfonma1 dispute resolution procedures, were'

factors that appeared to be 1nf1uent1a1 in all districts. Dispute .
|
|

f <o
As we reported in 1979-80, the resolution of complaints without a due

resotution strategies, such as negot1at1on and prehearing conferences, were
also found to be effective by LEA per§onne1 in some of the study sites last*

year. ) v

&

In at least one district, complaint procedures were created in 1980-81
so that parents could present their comp1a1nts to an execut1ve committee of
the school board. Another LEA established a "data review comm1ttee" this
year. The committee, consisting of adm1nistrat1ve -level personnel, rgview
cases of special education students for whom a change-in-placement in beiﬁg

. recommended (e.g:, by school-level pe%sonne] placement commiitees, teachers,

» or parents). Because parents were abie to ask for a review of placement or
. services through the committee, the e}fect was to reduce due process

activity in this district. | - : .

The significant decrease in due procesé hearings in one LEA was
attributable largely to the success of a school-based parent outreach
program that the LEA initiated in 1979-80. As the LEA special education
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director stated, "I attribute a lot of this decrease to the parent )
facilitators--the administration ¥s getting fewer phone calls from irate

¢ parents."”
- It continues to be true that due process hearing decysions per se do
_not denerally produce programmatic or systematic changes imLEA policy, but

they have caused some LEAs to focus more attention on programnatic gaps
within their SEARS delivery systems. Court cases are much-more likely than °
“due process hearings to affect LEA policy and resource a]locati?ne as . -
described later under changes in services and bene?iciarips.

’

Summary -

4

To summarize, the findings from the 1980-81 examination of 1éga¥ ////
* pressures affecting special education in the study sites were the following:

S ‘ | p
. Despite the national attention given to the 12-month schpoling issue

' as a result of the Armstrong v.. Kline court case, the demand for
this service was not ‘strong in.most of the longitudinal study sites.

L2

. Minimal due process hearing activity occurred this year, reflecting
a gradual decline in hearing activities over ‘the past 3 years. The
- most frequent topic of hearings continues to be the issues of :

* private school placement and related services.,

. For'the most part, LEAs continue to rely on informal dispute :
resolution strategies to resolve parent demands (e.g., parent
facilitator program, data review committee).

. *Due process hearing decisioqs'per'se-do not generally produce
programmatic or systematic changes in LEA policy, although they have
caused some LEAs to focus more attention on programmatic gaps.

N Cogrt cases have more significantly affected LEA policy and resource
allocation. )

”~ ,
. ! 4

Status of Interagency Coordination ) - ‘ -

An issue that persists in the area of interagency coordination is the
problem of education agency responsibility for related services créated by:

~17
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(1) the “general supervision" clause of PL 94-142,  (2) the Act's requirement
to provide related services to handicapped children at no cost to their
parents, and (3) the political and financial realities of how state human
service delivery systems function on a day-to-day basis.*

. E

Under the general supervision clause (Section 300a.600 of the final
regulations), PL 94f142.re§uires)that'SEAs be responsible only for ensuring
that related services are provided to special edycation Students, and it is
presumed that other human service agencies will acknowledge shared
responsibility for the provision of these services. But, as we reported
last year, other agencies in our study sites are responsible for only
lidﬁfed and fragmented services, and none has a universal obligation to
p;ovide services to all handicapped students who need them. This year, the
problem still remains: under PL 94-142 the agencies heTd accountable if
services are not provided are the LEA and, ultimgtely, the SEA.

Although states have been making progress in implementing interagency
agreements, there continues to be wide variation in the extent to which
human services to the handicapped havebggen effeétive]y integrated. The
nine states in our study are in various stages of development with regard to-

“interagency cooperation.” For example, in one state the SEA has worked <

proactively. with other human service agencies tarchange legislation and

regulations to promote the integration of services for the special education
population. At the,othef end of the continuum is a state that recently

negotidted wrfitten interagency agreements that have had tittle or no impact
on cooperation because the agencies have not been committed to the need for
change. Between these two extremes are, states that recently have begun to .
negotiate agreements between agencies thét\have resulted in increased
interagenfy coopetation. .

‘! -
\ .
’S <~

=y

. e, °“"‘“‘¥.§

, K

* A more thorough discussion of this problem is contained. 4n an SRI paper
entitled "Local Implementation‘of PL 94-142: Education Agency Respon-
sibility for 'Related Services,'" by David Greene (November 15, 1980).

20
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Although we can track states' progress related to interagency
co]laborat1on, it is not possible to make general statements regarding the
reasons for progress or the lack of progress by states and LEAs. Issues
arise that affect agency relationships in inconsistent ways (i.e.,, the same
factor can have,d1fferent impacts depending on the state of development of
interagency agreements at the SEA or LEA level)./ As we have reported in
past years, progress in implementing interagency coordination reflects each
state's existing political and financial rea]TZd
of human and social services. In some,1nstances, state laws and regulations
create strong disincentives for cross-agency coordination.

This, year, we observed t@ree factors that appeared to influence the
1evel of interdgency coordination:’ court cases, SEA leadership and state
laws, and the level of resources within an LEA. The influences of these
factors are discussed below.

Court Cases

In two of the states in our study, court cases have involved
interagency coordination issues, but with very different results. In
I11inois, a state that has a moderately developed level of interagency
cooperation, a class -action suit was filed by the OFfice of Civil Rights
(OCR) 1in February 1980 over the issue of fiscal liability for the full costs
of educat1ng handicapped children in private residential. placements.
Because parents had to pay the difference between allowable state rates and:
the actual costs of serv?nd handicapped children in these facilities, OCR
charged the state with failing to provide a free, appropriate public
education (FAPE) to many handicapped children. This case induced the state
to make changes ‘in state lawduring 1980 these changes have affected
interagengy coordination. The state agencies responsible for padyment for
services to special education studépts in private residential faci]ities
issued a memorandum-of understanding in August 1980 detailing responsibility
for the relative 1iability of each agency in cooperative placements, and the
state passed emergency regulations to provide the administrative means of

19
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carrying out the agreement between the Department of -Mental Health (DMH) and
the SEA. - Although the changes at the state leiel_had‘not been in place long
enough to have had any long-range results, the reaction of local special
education administrators interviewed this year was positive. . As one o
superintendent stated, "Agency peoplq know that they- have to respond to
LEAs. There's less frustration at tfle interface level and bettem

communication." },<::> .

The Mattie T. 'v. Holladay court case in Mississippi, which has very
little formal ihteragency cooperation, required that the SEA take a more
active role in ensuring an appropriate education for the state's special,

"' education population. One result of the consent decree was that interagency
agreements had to be drawn up among all agencies serv1ng the handicapped.
Although 2 years have passed since these agreements were drafted

interagency cooperation has improved little. Because the 1nteragency
agreements did not clearly determine funding respon51bi11ty for services,
the SEA.can provide little assistance when LEAS have problems working out

: arrangements with local service agencies. The SEA can only try to find
a]te(native services for LEAs at the same price, because the SEA\has no
regu]atory authoity ("clout") over the other agencies.

SEA Leadership and Stdte Law

pe—
.

Important elemenpisin facilitating the integration of.services to the
handicapped are the level of SEA leadership vis-a-vis LEAs (e.g., state-
level agreements, technicai assistance) and the provisions of th ate
law. For example, one state's tradition of close cooperation betwee\Nfﬁe
SEA ami LEAs has facilitated the integration of services to the
handicapped The SEA has provided technical assistance on issues-such as *
deinstitutionalization (through the establistment of joint SEA-DMH and
LEA-DMH task forces to,work out the problems involved) and the clarification
_of LEA 1ega1'responsibi1ity fqr?fe]ated services (through policy statements
on psychotherapy). }n addition, the organization of _human service agencies

\N
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under a centra]ized authoritx make$ 1t easier to negofiate agreements,among he

€

agencies. : . \

~ . ; .
In contrast, another state in our study hag avo1ded policy promulgation
because the SEA has adopted the philosophy that the key to change is local
' ownership. Although some people argue that thi§ philosophy holds great (i%
merit, the LEAs in the state cite this .1aissez- fa1re attitude as the source
of-many of thevr prob]ems in determrﬂﬁng respons1h?11ty r providi
related services to special education students. Commun::EtToﬂ~is/p3§r'

“between the SEA ‘and the distr1cts in our study; and -when the LEAs have taken

he initiative in settiﬁy local special education policy, they have received v

ssurances of suppert from Me SEA. Also, -the lack 3? SEA leadership and
\ unclear- state interagency agreements have provided LEAs with little leverage
over other serV1cg agencies. In somé cases, the LEAs “have been put inwg /2
Iegal bind when the state has issued recommendations that are contradietory
« with*local practxces. For ‘example, one LEA 1s‘suing SEA as a result of
such an incident dur1ng 1980-81. Without clear gu1d§' nes from the state"on
the issiie of what 1s to be considered a medical vs. éducat1ona1 related
service, this LE drew its own.border of responsibility in this area. The
LEA's dec1s1on was challenged by a parent, who wanted a behavioral therap1st
to provide ‘therapeutic services in the child's home after school hour; 1n
addition to the. services already provided during the schoo] day. The
district refused to provide the services, but the due pﬁbcess hearing.
decis1on from the state d1rected the LEA to prov1de this additional-related’
o service. Because it disagrees, the LEA is su1ng the SEA in order to appeal
the.due process dec1s1on. As a result of this court action, the SEA \pay be
" forced to estab]ish some clear guide]ines on what const1tutes a re]atfd\

sérvice. ©w -‘g .o

’
‘
\L ?
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As‘reported last year,” state law.in one of our states has created a. - ‘ﬂ15~'

probtem over providing services that fall on the medical/educational ,

N border. At issue was.the expenditure of education dollars for medical
“treatment” ‘services, a procedure that is prohipited by-state ‘law. - F

\ example, if it was determined by the LEA that a special education
needed psychiatric thﬁ;:py, the distric could not recommend such serv1ces

"
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in the IEP because this would require the LEA to seek DMH services for which
a fee is charged.. However, the payment of this fee by the LEA would have
been contrary to state iaw. This Situation still existed this past year and
continued to pu the state s LEAs in an obvious bind: if they recommend
medical treatment services necessary for a student to beRefit from his or
her’educatJon hen they are responSip*e under FAPE proViSions to provide
these serv1ce§ at no cost to parentss However, LEAs are prohibited from

~

paying for such services. The result is that necessaﬁ? services are not
recommehded

/ Level of Local Resources

7z

The availability of resources within school districés often is a factor
in determining incentives for interagency cooperation. For example,
consider the fo]]ow1ng two LEAs within the same state. The legislature has
given LEAs leverage over other human servjce agencies by requiring in state
Taw, that these agencies cooperate with school ‘districts in order to receive

. agency funding. 0ne;econom1ca11y depressed LEA within the state has used ,
the Taw.to -force interagency cooperation and gain some control over services

- provided to special education students. Another suburban LEA within the’

o state which is not as hard pressed financially, has not pushed for an
e integrathon of services. . Thus‘ when adequate local resources exist, there

is generally ndét a great need torseek formal interagency coordination.

P 4
9. ’iklthough it wou]d'seem'ovaous that districts wiphShr king resources

have a strong incentive tq integrate services and districts wi ’:amp e or
adequate resources do not, our findings in some sites do not sup rt/this

pothesis. It appeané that incEntives greater than finances may- ¢ at work

/“L“j?: g., gaiping administrative control over student programming). "In one

district, for examp]e, agencies have refined their interagency agreements
for two reasons: finance and administrative control. To cope with funding
cutbacks in both agencies, the LEA and DMH have refined their informal
agreement over the provision of services to the severeL! handicapped, to the

benefits of both agencies. More impdrtant.to district personnel, though é&
. ;o
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was "that the district cutback on services contracted with other agencies

gave them administrative control over special educa;Lon-service deiivery.g
Although this change did not represent financial savfngs for the district ,
(and in some cases the costs were higher), administrators felt that it §ave
them the control they really needed -if the LEA was to be held accountable
for service deIivery under PL 94-142 provisions.

-
L4

Summary
L . ®
Our principal observations on the status of interagency coordination

during the 1980-81 school year were the following:

.. There is wide variation in the extent to whicgﬂi:tesratiﬁn of
services to the handicapped has been accomplished through -
interagency agreements. Establishing interagency agreements. has not

-- been enough; there is still a need to review laws and regulations -
" pertaining to cooperative servige arrangements and to.revise those
that can interfere with the provision of services to han
students, as well as to include provisions for accountalijlity
measures.

. Commitment of resources by SEAs and LEAs has facilitated 1nteragency
cooperation (e.g., technical assistance, coooperative planning).
. Adequate incentives mudt exist for education and other human service
agencies to cooperate; and incentives vary, depending on Tocal and
state~level circumstances. p

—

'

Chahges'in Seryices and Beneficiaries . -

Initia1 Eialuation and Placement Baqf?%gzg
\ 4

' Last year, ‘we reported decreases in.backlogs that préVIOUSTy existed in
the majority of the study sites. In 1979-80, initial evaluation and - -
pracement backlogs were effectively reduced by use of two strategies:
addfmg evaluation personnel and expanding services. Where available

—
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L resources did not permit use of these strategies, the backlogs wére ’
a]]eviated to some extent by using other strategies, such as increasing ’
c]ass sizes. Although the reduction of backlogs for 1n1t1a1 evaluation and
p]acement remained a priority for action in>the study-sites this past year,
the majority of the LEAs continued to have backlogs, primarily at the
evaluatjon stage. .In 1980-8%, the most common strategy used to address the
backlog problem waslhiring_additional evaluation personnel.. Fewer LEAs
expanded services to accommodate more special education students as a )

\‘;——/Baogiog-reducing_strategy. pecial .education administrators in one T
) dist{iét, which had'eipande‘ervjces last year, changed their strategy this
- _ past’ year in response to new state regulations calling for more prerefenra]
screeniné and tighter e]igibi]ity criteria for the resource program.
Although prereferra] screening, in general, did not expand dramatically this
past:year, severa] LEASzdid use this strategy for attaining more appropriate
referra]s. In one,district a‘program implemented in 1980-81 by regu]ar
educhtors providéd an%eariy detection system for special education referra]s
at the kindergapten through‘3rd-grade level. The assessments comp]eted by
diagnosticians’have eased theéevaluation burden for special education . -
) p]acement. A s rategy used 1€ss frequent]y to deal with evaTuation ‘backlogs .
1was increasing glass Sizes toward the max1mum a]iowed by each state.
However, an LEﬁ%psychoiﬁgist one district commented that spec1a1
edhcation c]assés-are "bn% eé“? wo t d

’ =~ e, a’

’

i
]

) i

P]acement back]ogs werg 1ess frequent than those for eva]uation, but
they were a prpqgem in a few: sites. Even in the two LEAs with cons1derab1e
. program expans an thi past year, district personnel reported that childien %QE;i

were waiting for special education p]acement. In one district children can -
wait up, to a zefr for placement because of a Tackrof space and personne]. ’
Reqognizing the *weed for even more spec:ia] education services that LEA is
p1anning program expansion in 1981-82. The. other district also pl ns )

) pro ram expansion and, this year, is usihg options such as re@edia]

s c]assrooms or service in the regu]ar lassroom with an individua] education
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Reevaluation Backlogs,

Our general finding last year was that the requirement to comp]ete
reevaluation of specia] educat1on students every 3 years also resulted ‘in
backlogs.. The study sites were just beginning to address their reevaluation
backlogs, most often by hf}ﬁng more evaluation personnel or by making the -

" reevaluation-process more systematic. This year, reeva]uat1on backlogs
remained a re]at1ve1y low priority actross the study sites. In one large .
LEA, for examp]e /the d1str1ct s management information system (MIS), which

_ keeps track of the need for initial evaluat1ons annual reviews, and

. -reevé?uation listed reevaluation as the third pr1ority
e - -8 : )

2 A]fhough reevaluation back]ogs were reporéed to be a probem in half of
the study sites this year, only four d1str1cts seened to be directly
addressing these backlogs in their systems. The strategies used by these

" LEAs were to hire additional evaluation personnel and to allogate staff
resources differently. One district was about 2-1/2 years behind in
reevaluations, having regarded them as a low'priority. This year, however,
in an effort- to be in compliance with this.requirement, the LEA decided to
hire 5 new psychologist specifically to perform reevaluations. Another
district ﬁired an intern psychologist to work under the district
psychologist's supervision 1n ‘an effort to reduce evaluation and
reevaluation backlogs: A]though this strategy helped to reduce the
backlogs, ant1c1pated.budget cuts for next year have forced the special
education director to delete the intern posftioﬁ from the budget. Because |

" SEA monitors also cited reevaluation’backlogs. for corrective action, this
Tocal director is in a bind regarding how to cope with this situation next
year.. In a third district, referrals for initial evaluations had decreased,
so the district psychologists were advised to reallocate their time to
reevaluations, thus.reducing the backlog from.last year, :

<

The reevaluation backlog prob]ém grew substantially worse in only one
district during 1980-81.. TFTs financially constrained urban LEA is the same
district that had serious backlog problems Tasy year. ThE ever worseniﬂb
backlog (currently fearly 7,000 children) in this site is due to many
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- factors. First, as discussed last year, because the mental health agency
that has the responsibility for conducting psychologieal reevaluattons has
several funding sources it has numerous priorities other fhan providing
services for ‘the school district and hence is slow to conduct .
reevaluations. In addition, several proposed changes in state regulatibns
_‘(rqgarding eligible handicapping‘;nnd¥tions and required testing procedures)
are contributing td the reevaluation backlog. For example, the proposed
rémova] of one mildly handicapped category from inclusion under state law is -
céusjng LEA administraggrs to push for reevaluation of children in this ‘ ‘i
category, to determine whether some of these children are eligible to be
reclassified in anQther mildly handicappé‘!category. SEA monitoring this

year pesulted in a d | for corrective action in this area.

Given all this pressure, the LEA special education director hasr
developed several strategies to confront th1§.prob1em; there is little
support from either the SEA or the state mental health agenty. This backlog

- problem is not amenable to easy resolution and may continue to grow.

M - - -
Overview of Changes in Services and Beneficiaries

— [ *

-

_-New program development and/or expansion of existing pﬁograms was
evident in all the study sites last year. In contrast, during the 1980- 8]
school year, program expansion was more limited in stope, with few J/
exceptions. For theg most part, LEAs either maintained the status quo or °
filled in some gaps within their special education service delivery
systems. Many districts focused on areas.of programmatic weakness at the
secondary level, especially with regard to SLD, Seriousty emotionally
disturbed (SED), and vocational education programs.

. . Preschool PY‘QQ% ’ . L.

4 .

New preschool programs br program expansion occurred in one-third o%
. the study sftgs during 1979-80. During 1980-81, there were no new preschool
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'prbgrams.\ Because the majority of the study sites now serve preschéol‘
‘children, the LEAs tended to focus their efforts on maintaining the status
“quo or on expanding the services that they already deliver. Four LEAs
continued to use PL 94-142 preschool incentive grants to help maintain their
br&grams. Three other districts used preschool 1nceht1ye grants to expand/
their services at the preschool level. For example, one large LEA served
? more 4-year-old trainable mentally resarded (TMR) and orthopedically P
' handicapped (OH) children this year. Another district added a class for -
hard-othearﬁhg preschoél TMR- children. ﬁina]]y, an urban LEA hired four
speech and-langyage therapists under-its preschool incentivsggrant.

/

Elementary School Programs

-~

¥

- Although several new programs were 1ntrod5ced at the e]eméntarycieve]"
in 1979-80, the primary activity was the expansion of existing programs. In
more than half of the sites, we found an ingrease i services to sSLb

,’ students. In 1980-81, only one new program was started to -serve a
previously unservéd popu?%tion. Limited program expansion characterized the
situation at the elementary tevel in about half of the LEAs. For the most
part, districts seemed to focus on filling gaps in their special education

=z service delivery systems. Compared with last year, we obserigﬁ relatively
Tittle growth,in SLD services across the sites during the 1980-81 school
year., ' : . - . ) .

. However, one of the large urban districts started a ngy program for
previously unserved SED students during 1980-8]. Although the LEA had
planned and funded three; classes &t the elementary and junior high levels, .
only one class (at the elementary level) was operational this year because
state reimbursement for the classes arrjved too late in the school year to
fund more than ene teacher.: o L

v - Three other districts expanded their existing programs at the ]
elementary level. A rural district filled a service delivery.gap by adding
an SLD resource class at one school. Now all member LEAS of this special

-
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education cooperative have SLD programs. An 1ﬁérease in the SLD population
.prompted another d1s€;1ct to open two cross-categor1ca1 classes to serve
SLD, SED, or educable mentally retarded (EMR) students. Nevertheless, 'given
"LEA coneern over funding levels for 1981-82, the district did not fyrther
‘ expand its service delivery system, despite the fact that there were about
20 L0 students waiting for placement.. In contrast, the third site, located
' in a Sunbelt state, expanded hrggrams considerably for its increasing SLD
population at both the elementary and secondary levels.

+ Growth in SLD services was not as great at the elementa}x level this
year. In some instances; LEAs have continued to tighten SLD eligibility ,
critgria. In response to,s;ricter state éiigibility criteria for the mildly
handicapped population, one district.decertified some children from its
resource prog‘gm‘ Now the resource program serves more severe SLD students,
T as well as some EMR and SED students..

~ e
-9

Secondary School Programs }\\

A . >

Last year, we reported that all but three LEAS were making progress in

expanding services to handicappéd students at the secondary level,

" particularly in the area of SLD and vocatibnal.education programs and
services. Despite this growth in prograpming, SED programs for secondéry

E * students represented an area of great nged. In 1980-81, in all but two of

" the study sites, LEAs were allocating resources to expand secondary programs
for the hand1capped to a greatkr extent than they targeted resources at
other levels of their special education service delivery systems. In
addition to changes in SLD services and vocational educatio¥ programs,
distrjcts began to make some progress in addressing the unmet needs of
secondary SED studenEs._*ESi the most part, LEAS again seemed ‘to be fil]i%g
gaps within thefr sg}vice delivery systems. In some cases, the programmatic
changes were in resbonse to outside pressures of court cases or SEA '
monitoring. : . | /-
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In general, SLD program growth at the secondary level was very limited;:*
howéVE?,,}hree districts experiesiced continued rapid expansion of these
programs. One LEA expanded SLD services at both the elementary and )
. secondary levels in response to the district's awareness qof %he unmet needs \T
of its growing SLD population as_wel} as’parent-pressure;*and in accordamce
with continuing 1mp1ementat1on of an SEA-developed policy of phased-in
service expansion. Another large LEA added several~gew SLD classes at the
secondary level to better serve En increasing SLD population. Both of these
sites are in areas of rapid economic growth (i.e., the Sunbelt), so,that . -
resource limitations are not yet an ¢bstacle to expansion. The third LEA
offered an jnteresting contrast to the other two districts. In 1980-81,
this large urbah LEA was operating at a $70-million deficit, but placed
péogram priorities on expanding services to the secondary SLD and severely
mentally retarded (SMR) populations in response-to the external force of
- legal pressure. Given the state's excess cost fonmu]a for reimbursement to :
LEAs, the district was able t%gggcompl1sh this expansion despite declining
Tocal support for special education. However, the SEA wants to change its
special educatﬁon funding“mechanism soon, to cut back on the state's cost of
educating handikﬁpped children. LEA administrators are growing very .
concerned about future budgetary constraints on the system.

About half of the study sites either expanded services to secondary SED.
siudents or were planning to do so in 1981-82. For example, one district
that had opened a new facility for SED students Tast year, doubled the
number of classes at this school in order to serve more students this past
year. As the LEA special education director commented:

(’, .

.+.in a large urban d1str1ct there is a greater number of this

type of student.... I'm satisfied in my own mind that these students
have been proper]y assessed and genu1ne1y need the services in a
self-contained class.

At 1east two other LEAs plan to address gaps in their SED programs in
1981-82.




Changes in vocat1ona1 educat1on program options and services for
special education students are discussed in Section IV. However it should .
be noted- here that over half of the study sites addressed this area of need
i351980281 In some cases, programs wére added at the high school levei.
In others, new roles were created to better coordinate vocational serv1ces
for special education students. F1na11y, some LEAs focused their efforts on
trying to better match student sk111s with the requirements of specific jobs

=

in the community. .

: -
/
LEA adm1n1strators in the two rural districts that did not expand

services at the secondary level th1s year acknow]edged that serv1ce gaps
stil] exist. However, local support for special education is not strong.
/As one special education director cemmented, “This is a conservative area. -

\‘\//// We have to fight for what we get in special education.”
N\ ]

w

The Handiéapped Population 18 to 21 Years 01d

« Our 1980-81 findings negardingjservices to handicapped_étudents aged 18
to 21 are presented in Sect1on IV of this report. As was true last year,
the, general pattern is for LEAs to offer secondary~students the opportunity
to stay in existing special educat1on programs through the age of 21.
Although many of the more severely impaired students (e.g., THR, SMR) do
stay.in school that long, mildly handicapped (e.g., SLD, SED, EMR) students
tepd’L1ther to drop out of school or to graduate by the time they are 18.

»

Services to the Severely Hahdicapped -

i 0vera11 there were few changes in either the nature or quality of
services proy1ded to the severe]y handicapped population (e.g., TMR, SMR). ..
Neverthe]ess a few LEAs did expand services to this population{ In one
large urban district, deinstitutionalization and' legal pressure have forced
the LEA to expand services to the SMR population within the public schools.

In addition to new classes, a number of "model" SMR programs operated

s
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throughout the district in 1980-81. There was also an effort to place SMR
students "in schools_with peers their own age and to emphasize functional
1iving skills in the community (e.g., going to the laundromat, r1ding '
buses). In another urban district a TMR class was added at the high school

. Tevel in response.to advocate pressure to do more mainstreaming of the

] severely handicappéd.' Before the 1980-81 year, TMR students at the
secondary level could be served only in special schools within the LEA. A
rural district continued to expand its services to children in a state
mental institution within its jurisdiction; the Tocal special education

director'used PL 94-142 ‘funds to hire teachers and aides to accommodate 25. .

more SMR children. Despite outreach to this population, the SEA monitoring
team criticized the district this year for not serving ai] 160 children from
the institution. Given tight local budgetary constraints and L;mited
financial support from the state mental health debartment, it seems
unrealistic to expect this district td’take corrective action. As the
special education director commented,_ we-ve been act1ng in good faith.
Maybe we- shouid have gone to court instead of trying to serve kids."
Final]y, a fourth district plans to end its contract with a private agency
that has been serving the district's SMR children. "This year, the LEA used
PL 94-142 funds to%qm re the facilities necessary to serve these children

within the district in 1981-82.
X,

Services to Nonpublic Schools <

For the most part, there were few chénges in the provision of services
to nonpublic schools within the jurisdictions of the study sites.- A'lmost
all the LEAs provide diagnostic services Vo the nonpublic schools, if
-requested. However, procedures have become more routine in some sites this
year. In response to an SEA di;z::i::;ﬁigsﬁec “last year, that LEAs are
responsible for evaluating chil onpublic schools, one LEA organized
a new "special admissions team" this year to deal with services to children
from nonpublic schools. The team, funded by PL 94-142 monies, is composed’

of five members: a program supervisor, a social worker, a psychologist, a
speech therapist, and an SLD teacher. The team can provide referral,
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testing, placement, and inservicg functions for private schools i o refer
their students for LEA special education services. When making refuests for
evaluation and/or services, privats schools must use all of the LER{S forms
and must abide by its procedures. If it is determined that a student needs
special education and related services that the private school does hot
have, then the student is enrolled in both the private and public schools.

Perhaps a few more LEAs prov{Zed direct services to nonpublic $c§po]§
in 1980-81 than in the preceding year, but the services most commonly X
delivered continue to he speech therapy and SLD services. Only one 'site has
' gradually been expand1ng dfagnostic and direct services to nonpublic scﬂoo]
- children within its jurisdiction; however, there was concern in that s1t$
about the impact of anticipated budget cutbacks on service delivery to i
nonpublic school chitdren. Because parent expectations have now been X
ra1sed LEA officials anticipate public resistance if and when LEA serv1cbs
are cut back. As a district.administrator commented, “The local diocese is
. ready for this fight and will.go after us demanding services for<ids who\

have been diagnosed and identified."

’

Private School Placements

- A ﬁattern that we have observed over the past 3 years is that LEAs hav;\

been able to reduce the number of students that they place in private day or
residential schools primarily by expanding their own SEARS delivery systems
to accommodate these handicapped students. During 19§b-81, in one district
that is exper1enc1ng continuing LEA budgetary constraihts, the special
education director, who came to the district 2 years ago, had reduced the
number of students in pr1vate school placements by 50% (from 110 to 52) by
opening special education classes within the LEA. This reduction has
(ﬁh}¢perm1ttqd reallocation of LEA resources to expand SEARS within the
district. In another LEA experienc1ng budgetary constraints, very. few
chﬂdren had been served in private p1acements. This past year, the -
district was able to return four hearing impaired children t? the LEA
program so that there were no children placed outside the district.
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An urban LEA has had a. history of due process hearings over the 1ssue
of private school placements. LEA administrators have attempted over the
last 3 years to develop programs within’the#district in order to bring some
students back from private placements. For example, during the 1980-81

- school year, the LEA ran its own program for several autistic children

formerly served privately. Although the LEA is actually paying more to

- serve these children through its own program than through'its contractual

arrangements with a lTocal medical center, the district administrators have

. gained moke fiscal and administrative control over their service: delivery

system. In addition, one key impetus for changing and improving services
was that parents of autistic children were reported to be "very vocal." 3

Although Tocal c1rcumstances (e.g., 1ega1/advocacy pressure budgetary
constraints) usually explain changes in private school placements, a change
in state legislation somewhat affected 3 suburban district in one state this
year. Because of the historical lack of private residential options for SED

- children within this state, the district has traditionally served large

numbers of students in out-of-state residential placements.. A recent Ehange
in state law slightly increased LEA.access to residential options within the
state. Although the district special education directar thought that this

change was a move in" the right direbtion in terms of expanding the continuum

of residential options to consider, there are still not enough appropriate

residential settings to bring back all the SED students who are currently
. ’

served in out-of-state p]acements.

One LEA was the exeeption to the general pattern, In that ii slightly
increased the number of students placed in private schools th1s year.
Despite growth of SED services within the®LEA special educat1on delivery
system, the system cannot accommodate all of the SED students who have been

-identified. As the LEA spacial education director noted: "We have 30 SED

kids we don't have places for, they're either in SLD classes, at home, or in
private schools." ’ '

Last year, we noted that the issue of fiscal 1iability for the full
costs of educating handicapped children placed in private schools was a
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major concern in two stated: I11inois and Pennsylvania. -In.Gary B. v.
Cronin, the pfaintiffs objected to parents' having to pay for psjchotherapx
. as a related service ‘for children placed in private residential placeménts.
Although GarzﬁB.‘@. Crenin remains in litigation (i.eM the United States
District Court for the Northern District of I11inojs“égreed to hear
arguments from both' sides),* an associated Office of Civil Rights (QCRQ\
class action suip resulted in changes in interagency agreements for .
-1980-81. Clarification of fiscal liability was Hiscu%sed earlier in this
section under the status of interagency coordination.
N ‘
~ The class action suit, Gittelman v. Scanlon, filed by'the Education Law
Center (ELC) against thetPennsylvania SEA and an LEA, also concerned-the
full costs of educating handicapped students in state-approved private
’ schopls. Parentsgvere being charged the differenée between the cost of
SEARS in the private school and what the state paid toward tuition and
related services.. The Gittelman v. Scanlon case is still pending; according
to ELC, settlement negotiations were in progress as of July 1981.

Status of Related Services | : .
) The provision of services related to special education increased
slightly in half of the study sites during 1980-81. For the most part,
‘2 chandes can be characterized as "more of the same.” Se¥era1 LEAs used

PL '94-142 funds to pTovﬂ&e related services. At least two districts in
’l'diffexént states used PL-94-142 funds for related services because these’
funds could be targeted to areas of need more easily than could- state
funds. Thus, the avayﬁab11ity of PL 94-142 funds enabled tfie LEAS to

provide services that| were inadequately funded by their states. FEederal

funds also accounted for the change in related services in one .oth

.

)

* NASDSE (%aison Bulletin, June 16, 1981.
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. distrieez This Targe urban district, in. response tofeedback from the SEA.

) - monitoring team and local advoc pressure, used PL 94 142 funds this
year. to develop a parent traini%yeffort. In add'lt'lon the LEA used its .
PL 89-313 (Title I for tHe handicappgd) funds to develop related services -
"f- and supplemental aids needed by the d1strict s many deinstitutionalized SMR \’
.~ students. o : ' ! :

Lt &ﬁ T / - v
Two sites different states provided catheterization as a new related .
service this year. In both d1str1cts, this service was added because - the :
spec1al edugation adm1n1strators anticipated the demand for it, given legal
‘dec1s1ons ih other states that ruled in favor of parents who" requested

catheterization. As one LEA special educagion director stated: ~“Rather
than wait until we were told to do it, we dathit."

@ o ’ '
Sk At 1éast two LEAs used strafeg1es to "stretch" reIated services qr to
i treat some related serv1ces as tuition items. One large district increased

< s physical therapy (PT) serv(ées this year bngiéng PT technicians. The
- ~ special education director, alﬁays _Tooking for waysgto paximize his special.
' " educa on dellars, analyzed state personpnel requireménts and found -that PT =~ »
" services ‘need only to be supervised (not provided) by physical therapists!lr
Thus, PT technftians now deliver serviges %} a cheaper rate (wh1ch‘prov1des
. twice the services for the 'same amount of money), and physical therapjsts
superv1se the technicians. 1In anttcipation of future funding cutbacksL
district administrators in a spectal. educat1on cooperative p1an to use the .
' - strategy of "pricing out” reIated¢§ervices to its member LEAs. “This past’ :&{ .
L‘J)_ . year, for xample, occupational the/apy, physical therapy, and adaptﬁve Sz e
physical education Services were transferred fro the, PL 94-142 budget to  _. .
L the cooperative's regular spegial educatron budget as' tu1t1on 1tems for the
member LEAs that ‘use such services.

‘ ’ : » R (\
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Recommendati®ns ‘in 1EPs

-
™ - «'t ) . ’ ' .
... In n genergl, there are no changes’ from our 1999-80 findings that IEPs . &
{3? . for student n LEA- based,programs regularly. include neededé;elated services
o 0 - F 35 o .
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to the extent that: (1) t
are proyided by contract
. the basis of a personal
her counterpart in ‘another agency.

~
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LEA provides these services directly, (Z) they
another agenoy, or (3) they-are provided on .
ement between an LEA admfn1strator and§h1s or -

-

L]

In practice, what this means is that the serv1ces recommended in the
IEP are the related services accessible to the LEA.,

"This does not always

trans'late 1nt<¥ what is appropr1ate" for a student. As one LEA psychologist
commented “It's more realistic but not necessar11y méeting student )
AIthough LEA personnel din‘the study sites were concerned about ¢
.meeting the needs of their ;:zc;:;ﬁ:dgﬁat1on populat1on}\§N§c1a1 education
amninistrators in all the LBAS” hed oncerned aboyt district liability
for IEP recommendat1ons of related services. Three LEAs continued explicit
policies regarding what services could be recommended in the IEP because
district adm1n;strators view the IEP as defining the LEA's 1ega1, o
responsibility. One of these LEAs established a committee during 1979-80 to P
review the results_of d1agnost1c evaluations to determine which students
.requ1red psychotherapy a$ a "necessary IEP related service," and this year, )

. they ‘established a similar committee for recommending OT and.PT services in
thé IEP.

-+ - « F
-

needs."

[}

Few LEAs have explicit po]iiies regarding serviges that may or may not
_be recommended in the IEP, but the issue of psychotherapy as an
educatiohally related service continued to generate ¢oncern in fany of é‘
study sites. "As reported Tast year, the’ maJor1ty of the LEAs regarded
psychotherapy and, psychiatric counseling services as medical, not
educat1onaT serv1ces. ‘The LEK/\therefore drew a line at the
mdﬁ1ca1/educatfona1 border of responsibility. In 1980-81, 10 LEAs
(1ncTud1hg 2 of the 3 LEAs mentioned -in the previous paragraph) still
. considered psychotherapy and psychiatric counseling to be noneducat1ona1
‘services.* District administrators® concerns were often based on a large
‘demand for thege services and/or on past experience with due process
hearings (or the possibility of hear1ngs) over district 1iability for ;-
.- sﬁggested or actual seryice reconmendations. In one district, state 1aw o
"stil defined psychotherapy as a medical service, and 1n another LEA, the
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SEA continued iés policy tHat LEAs are not required.to provide psychiatric

services beyond diaaz:sfs. Five LEAs have? not classified psychdtherapy and - ®

-]

psychiatric counseliflg as either educational or medical services because thev
issue has not arisen (i.e., there is little demand for these services);
Finally, one district may or may not recommend psychothenapy,'depending*g%
the diagnostic evaluation committee's recommendation as described in the
preceding paragraph. ) -

o
.
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Remaining Cha]léndés for Local SEARS Delivery Systems
-~
As was true last year, individual school hiétricts in 1980-81 still.had" _
specific areas of unmet needs ‘that depended primarily on their local
contexts (e.g., local tax base, nature of handicapped student population,
parental expectations, history and tradition of SEARS delivery system).

Al%hough these unique needs, or remaining cha]lenges, continued to be
influenced by such local factors, the inflyence of external factors on LEA .
special gducatioh administrators' petspectives of remaining challenges
seemed’ greater. Anticipated cutbacks in federal and state funding- for
special education were a pervasive concern. Despite ‘some limited program
expansion this year, contraction may very well characterize local special
":education serv%ée delivery ‘systems in the 1981-82 school yeér. Thus,
whereas in 1980-81 the LEAs addressed some. of the programmatic gaps that we
@ ldentifiedglast year (e.g., SED and secondary programs), the remaining
challenge will be to maintain the~statd§ quo or to expand special educption .
programs, given steadjly diminishing resources to meet the‘unique needs of
handicappedchildren. - . : . - '
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,Section.300a.13 of the final regulations defines counseling sé?V{ces as
"services provided by qualified social workers, psychologists, guidance

" counselors, or other qualified personnel. Currently, the policy issue of
whether schools should provide special education’ students with "necessary"
ser'vices such as psychotherapy and psychiatric counseling is stiql -
unresolved at the federal level. ot : : L
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u The following are our f1nd1ngs regarding expaﬁs1on of services and
Aincreases in the number of benef1c1ar1es served during the 1980-81 schoel
year:

’ . L

$ . L - K
' . Backlogs for ghitial evaluation, p]acement, and reevaluation 0
_— ~continued to €xist in the majority of LEAs, ReevaLuat1on backlogs
- . remained a Tow prlgrlty but a few LEAs used vdrious strategies to
; reduce this problem.

. With few exceptions, program expansion was more lTimited in scope
- o than last year. Most LEAs focused the1r efforts on addressing gaps
at the secondary level. °

. + Although there were no new preschool programs this year, g few LEAs
expanded’;nd refined their preschool programs.

. Limited program expansion and refinement occurred-at the elementary
1eve1 . J»

- Districts allocated more resources to the secondary level than to
any-other age range 1n order\to address programmatic gaps. .
» .. Efforts at the secondary level focused primarily on the areas of ,A‘
SLD, SED, and~vocationa1 education programs for handicapped students.

Few changes occurred in providing services: to handicapped
individuals aged 18 to 21. LEAs generally Provide secondary
_ students with the opportunity to remain in school through the age ’
4 of - 21.

. Faw changes were observed in either ‘the nature or quality of |
services to the severely handicapped. However, a few LEAs did - °
expand sérvice$ to this population, primari]y in' résponse to
interna] and externa] pressures. <t
Aimost all the LEAs provided diagnost1c services to the nonpub11c
schools within their jurisdictions. Perhaps a few more than last
year provided direct services, which weFe typically SLD and speech
therapy services.

- -

. LEAs continued 'to reduie the number of students that they placed, in

. - private day or residential sthools, primarily by expanding-the1r OWR
- SEARS de]ivery systems. o . .
Provision of related services increased slightly in half of the,
study sites, but the changes can be characterized as "more of the
same." PL 94-142 -funds were often used to ‘expand related services.
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accessible to the LEA. The majority of the study sites considered

Related services recommended in IEPs conti:g;d to be those that were
psychotherapy to be a medal rather than an’/educational service.

. -

-




1

- education personnel, - _ ° >
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II1 MEETING NEEDS AT THE ELEMENTARny SECONDARY SCHOOL LEVELS

‘ Tﬁe'breceding,sectipn presented findings related to LEA special
education service deIivery systems in response to.the requirements of
PL 94-142, as well as to local contextual factors and outside influences.
In this section, we discuss the school-level changes with regard to those
Pequirements of the law that diregtly affect the extent to which the needs
of 1nd1y1dua1 students are met. First, we present f1nd1ngs on prereferral
screening, which is de51gned t6 intervene before children are referred to
special eddCation and to provide "high-risk" ch11dren with supportive
services in the regular classroom. ‘Next we examine changes in the
evaluat1on to-placement process, including evaluation/reevaluation
procedures. We then discuss changes in 155 practices and parent involvemert
in school-level decisionmaking about their children. Next, we describe how
the concept of least rest}ictive envi ronment (LRE) is affecting the
continuum of program options and the coordinafion of mainstreaming o
activities bétween regular and special education. anallyﬂ we describe \

changes in personnel roles and inservice training for special and;regular‘
.4 -

Prereferral Screening ‘and Intervention < T e T

Elementaky School Level”

P

.Last year, we. fgund that in about half of the LEAs the use of
prereferral screening and 1ntervention strategies at the elemeptary school
Tevel had increased. - These strategies were designed to decf%ase the number
of 1nappropriate referra]s and thereby to reduce the number of referrals to

M




p

special education generally. Th{s year, given the context of limited
program expansion and eiﬁgcted contraction of services in 1981-82, Qe .
expected to find an even greater emphasis on prereferral screening and
intervention. However, we did not see as large a change as éxpected. At
least one-third of the LEAs in our study continued to have no formal
prereferral intervention strategy. In those sites that had initiated or
expanded formal prescreening‘in 1979-80, their efforts continued at about
the same level. Onlx three Lgéf significantly expanded their prescreening
intervention efforts for 1980-8F. These three LEAs were the sites affected. ™
by California's Master Plan for Special Education and one progressive

district in another state.

california's new Master Plan regulations, being implemented this year,
"prohibis" special -education referral. without consideration or use of
pegu!ar education program resources. 'Previously, interventions were merely N

,encourage&, but tighter regutations were instituted as a result of statewide

complaints that special education programs were being overloaded. In
response’ to these neq,regu]atfvhs, and in an effort to reduce inappropriate *
referrals (in response to the new state cap imposed on the number of special
education students that can be counted for state reimbursement purposes),
both of the Master Plan sites in our study have placed more emphasis on

their prgreferra] intervention efforts. For example, in one district, the
special educd{jon administration tried to get resource specialists to
emphasize interventions such as Title I or special reading programs prior to
rdferral to special education. The other LEA developed, and is using,
standardized or teacher-deveioped 1nstrumans for prereferral screening;

these instruments include an adaptive behavior scale and a classroom

observation scale. These changes indica%e a more formal, systematic attempt
toward prereferral intervention in this LEA. This effort already is having
an effect; a resource specialist noted that “only 2 out of 50 [referred]
did not qualify." In this LEA, the special education director views the

vt
. prescreening aspect of the new Master Plan regulations as a positive move
_ because it gives the district some needed influence with regular education

to prevent special education from becoming a "dumping ground". As he
commented: "For the first time, due to the Master Plan guidelines, we &re
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doing more-pré§creening. We have more teeth as to 3hat regular educat1on
" teachers must try." ,

Only one other djstrict signfficant]y expanded its prereferral
screening and intervention efforts for 1980-81. This suburban district
- continued its focus on school-based prereferral fntervention. In one
school, the pupil services teahm continued to review each regular teacher's
class 1ist to identify any “high-risk" children with learning problems. The
team members then provided the regular teachers with information or
materials on intervention techniques that might be appropriate for specific
.children. In 1979- 80, only children in the primary grades could get
remedia] help; the intermediate-level children could only be put on a "watch
ang'consult” basis. In 1980-81, the program expanded to provide more
services to intermediate students (grades 4-6) - who are slow learners. This

program provides support to students in the areas of reading and math. The '

students move through a learning center and the SLD resource reom. A
full-time aide.was hired this past year to help with the pragram. Although
the SLD teacher cannot provide direct services to:regular‘educat{on students
{under state law); she does consult wigp the Tearning center aide and the

regular teachers to develop plans for children? She also 5rovides materials -

to the aide andithe regular teachers. .

This district also demonstrated its commitment to increased prereferral™
interventions by-continuing a pilot Teacher Assistance Team kTAT) approach
with its own funding when the OSE grant ended. The goal of this team
approach is to assist régu]ar teachers to help children with learning or
behavior problems within the regular classroom setting by indiyidualizing
instruction.

This general pattern of 1ittle expansion was further highlighted by
three LEAs that eithgf cut back or did not implement plafhed prereferral
“efforts. The two LEAs that deemphasized prereferral intervention were
responding to outside pressures. One of these LEAs instituted prereferral
_ 1htervention in anticipation of the requirements’ from a court case; however,
.the decision is now on appeal, and the requ{rement; to attempt intervention
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" interventions (i.e,, the resource teacher would take informal referrals from

strategies before special educatiof referral were dropped by the LEA for
1980-81. Although this move has decreased the burden on regular and special
education teachers, it has resulted in even mbre inappropriate referrals and
has increased the’ burden on the psychologists who are responsible for
conducting initial evaluat1ons. In the other*d1str1ct procedures were
tightened as a result of OSE monitoring in 1979-80, so that informal

regular teachers and "watch and consult" to determine whether official

special education referrals were indicated) are no longer pefﬁitted. A _

principal explained that resource teachers no longer do this because parent

permission "must be given, according to the law. The psychologist must '
verify.the disability first [before any service can begin]."

Finally, in a large urban district, a key spec1a] educat1on
administrator had p]anned in 1979-80 to make increased use of prereferra]
intervention his- next pr1or1ty. For example, as part of the LEA's overall
referral-to- p]acement model, it was anticipated that after a referral was
submitted, an-instructional advisor would observe the student in the regular
c]assroom‘Eetting and would provide recommendations to the teacher regarding
possible intervention strafegies. However, because of outside pressures
such as monitoring and court cases, the LEA's priorities had to be put
elsewhere, so that resources and energy were not directed toward prereferral
intervention in 1980-81. o .

Secondary School Level

In general, prereferral screerfag-was not a big issue at the secondary
level; although efforts similar to'those at the elementary level often
exist, they are often less emphasized and less systematic because:there are
fewer referrals at the secondary level than at the elementary level. Thus,
although many of the,changes referred to earlier in this section were’
districtwide (and thus also applied to the secondary level), the impact of
those changes at the high school level was far less, and we found no changes
this year in prereferral screening ERecific to the high school level.

@ —
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However, with the implementation of minimal competency testing (MCT), an
1nterest1ng issue arose. In several sites where there was concern that
regular students failing the competency tests might try to get into special

-education to benefit from differeﬁgial spandards (if. they exist), some

- " people felt that more emphasis might have to be placed on high school

prescreening efforts in the future. For example, a program manager in one
LEA mentioned this as a "potential” problem area that needs to be carefully-.
moni tored.

' Summary
A
To summarize, the findings from the 1980-81 examination qf prereferral
screening and intervention strategies were the following: ) :

4

. The overall pattern waé no large increase in the emphasis on
prereferral intervention; this was contrary to our expectations,
given the context of anticipated cutbacks in special education.

Few sites expanded their prereferral intervention efforts or
injtiated new ones; as a result of outside pressures, several LEAs
decreased their emphasis on prereferral intervention.

. There were some exceptions to this general pattern, the most
prominent 'of which were in the LEAs subject to California‘s Master -
Plan for Special Education; because of a change in Master Plan
regulations, there was a further emphasis in these sites on
prereferral intervention.

Changes in Evaluation and Reevaluation Practices

Initial Evaluation Practices

Last year, -we reporte& that nearly every study éite‘attempted to meet
* the intent of PL 94-142 through the use of a multidiséﬁglinany approach to
evaluating children for special education. We also noted that, in the’
majority’ of the LEAs, evaluation practices had changed 1ittle from 1978-79 J

~
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except where stimulated by'outside forces such as the courts (e.g., fhe

Laggy P. v. Riles and Mattie T. v. Holladay dec1s1ons) and monitoring by OSE

and OCR. In addition, we observed se@gral examples of refinement in

evaluation practices. A]thougp most LEAs emphasized individually ta1lorgg -
evaluations, the availability of services, as well as special education

eligibility criteria, continued to strong]y influence dec1s1onmak1ng

concerning student placement.

Despite similar findings this yeéﬁ, we found no major changes or
refinements in evaluation practices in over half the LEAs visited during the ‘

_ -1980-81 school year. LEAs continued to use a multidisciplinary approach to

SEA commended the LEA on its 3gyear-old school-based assessment model, which
incorporates mu]tidiscip]inan?“EValugtion practices.

In the few sites where there was some change th%s past year, the
evaluation picture at both the eTementary and secondary levels shifted
slightly, in response to both external and internal factors. Outside forces
(e g., state regu]at1ons and monitoring, OSE monitoring) have had effects on .
eValuation practices in some sites; however, the changes demanded by these
externa] factors in 1980-81 seemed to be more in the nature of refinements, -
rather than major changes. This may be because restructuring of entire
eva]uation systems usually occurs as a result of court cases, and there were

evaluation. In faci;-when recently monitoring a large urban distritt, the
|

. no new court cases influencing evaluation practices in 1980-81. 1In

addition, the changes demanded by previous court cases have already been

made, In some sites, factors internal to the LEA context accounted for !
small refinements in locaJ evaluation practices. These refinements, in e
response tQ both external and internal factors, are di¥tussed below.

L

Effests of  External Factors

4

.'fﬂe influence of court cases‘on evaluation practices was less in
1986-81 than in 1979-80 because there” have been no new cases in the study
‘sites, and the sites affected by the two previous court cases, Larry P. v.
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Riles and Mattie T. v. Holladay have made the changes demanded of them. For
example, in response to Larry P. v. Riles, sites in California.continued

such practices as-rarely classifying youngsters as EMR or not using IQ tests
as the sole criterion for EMR placement. In additjon, the Mississippi site -
affected by Mattie T. v. jolladay yé%t1tuted shorter timelines between
referral and p]acement, as well as multidisciplinary evaluations; these
changes continued, a]though the M1ss1ss1pp1 SEA was appealing the Mattie T.

=

case. . &

Thé7mhjor outside influence on evaluation practices this year, however,

was the state education agency. Although the changes demanded by the SEAs --

varied, they concerned mainly refinements in existing evaluation practices.
No consistent pattern was evident in what the states emphaéized; perhaps
each state simply reacted to areas of weakness in the LEAs. '

In California, new Master Plan regulations (in effect in 1980-81{\?ave .

LEAs the option to collapse the dual-level assessment system (i.e.,-school
lTevel and district level). The effect of this change .on ¥chool -1evel
assessment during 1980-81 was site-specific in the two Master Plan districts
studied; the state guidelines are vague, and each district interpreted the
guidelines.differently. In one site, the guidelines had 1ittle effect on
evaluation; %ﬁb only change was that the district-level assessment committee
met _on the{;g%oo] site, whicﬁlincreased parental participation. On the
other hand{ although Special education administrators in the second district
had .po intintion of moving to a single-level -assessment system, the LEA
psy;Sologi ts took on a consu];iﬂar?ole to the resource, specialists at the
school 1§ye1. This move was motivated, in part, by the allowance of a
singlggjével assessment; it helped fo avoid duplication of effort (e.g.,
retesting) because the psychologists could discuss the need for additional
district-level assessment with the resource specialists. It also re11eved
some of the additional burden that the resource specialists have ‘assumed
under the Master Plan.

+

Is :
SEAs in other states influenced LEA evaluation practices in several
other ways. In one site, SEA monitors told the district during 1979-80 that
- 4 ‘ - .
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individual achievement tests: must be given every year because tests of group
achievement -were_not suffic1ent. Therefore, in 1980-81, this district added
individual achievement tests at both the elementary and secondary levels and
(1) trained every special education teacher to give thése tests; (Z) gave
teachers proficiency exams to make sure that they. had been adequately
trained to test children; and (3) bought materials to be_ used in each school
building. The SEA also encouraged LEAs in the state to let the )
multidisciplinary placement team have more discretion in making decisions
about a child's placement in special education.

In another LEA in a different state, new evaluation forms were added to
comply with SEA requirements. There is now a special page for recording
informal testing results of secondary-level students. High school special
educators told us that\ﬂle@ appreciated this ercedurai change.

Finally, we saw one change motivated by OSE monitoring As a result of

" OSE monitoring in 1978- 7%} one large district added a bilingual assessment
am this past year. There are 65 different languages spoken in this c1ty,

but because Spanish the most prevalent, the LEA decided to target this

population's needs \*n taking some corrective action toward meeting

PL 94-142's nondiscriminatory and native language testing provision.

- A ——
Effects of Internal Factors

A few sites_refined their evaluation practiges this year "in response to
internal factors. These changes generally stream}*ned procedures that were
already in effect or were part of an effort to pay greater attention to the
indiyidual needs of handicapped children. For example, two LEAs attempted
to avoid duplication of effort in their evaluation systems. In one
distrjct, a central assessment team approach was implemented at the
elementdry level to reduce duplication of testing and to share the
educational testing among the psychologist, the educational diagnostician,
and the SLD teachers. The central assessment team reviewed all referrals
once a week and then developed an assessment plan to divide the evaluation
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responsibility. This strategy wrked until the SLD teachers' caseloads

-

“increased to the extent that they could no Tornger share the educational )
evaluation responsibility with the educational diagnostician. At the time

of our site V?sit a committee was working to deve]op a new evaluation
strategy. The other’ LEA, one of the California d1str1cts took advantage of
external changes in Master Plan regu]ations and made an internal decision to
have LEA psychologists consu]t with resource specialists at the school
level, as mentioned earlier in this section. This change helped to reduce
duplication of testing between the school 7nd district assessment levels.

Refinemént of evaluation practices also occurred in a high school
district in one special education cooperative. This effort was directed
toward better meeting the needs of potential SED students. Because the .
district felt that the diagnosis of these ‘students hag%been inadequate, the
LEA contracted with a psychiatrist for one day a week to address this
diagnostic gap in the evaluation system. In addition, diagnostic and
eligibility criteria for this population were clarified. The director of
special education felt that the needs of these adolescents were .now being .
met: "We're doing a better job diagnost1ca11y~-we re paying $40 an hour for
the best. He'll meet with kids for as many as 10 sessions to comp]ete his
diagnosis." Finally, another district, in a different state} changed -the
assessment test battery slightly this past year to provide a better overview
of-student ability. 1In addition, the district reéeiggy & grant from a local
company that enabled it to initiate a new screening team to provide better
assessment of nonverbal children (an area of weakness in this LEA's -
evaluation system). This broad-based team of seven members was trained in
special testing procedures, the use of which should prov?de a better p1cture
of students' needs.

Independent Educational Evaluation HPRE

-

) L2
Section 300a.503 of PL.94-142's regulations states that the parents of.

a handicapped child have the right to obtain an 1ndependent educational
evaluation at no cost to them if the parents disagree with an LEA's
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¢ 2§;a1uatioh of their child, unless the LEA initiates a due process hearing to
show that its evaluation is appropriate. If parents initiate an independent

T '~ - educational tevaluatwn, at their own expense, the results s _must be considered
by ‘the LEA- 1h makhhgodec*sfohs about the provision of FAPE to a handicapped
ch11d. ‘ \ -

~

K S

This year, we 1nvest1gated parental use of the1r right to an

1ndependent educational evaluation. 1In genera1 we found that most of the

8 LEAs Jin our study did provide 1nformat1on to parents concerning their r1ght

( to an 1ndependent evaluation at pub11c expense 1f,they disagreed with the

% LEA"s gva]uat1on. Th1s 1nformat1on often was given in the form of a written
statement of r1ghts, or a “parents" r1ghts“ booklet. LEAs then gave such
~statements to parents before the initial evaluation (e g., when parents gave.

. . the1r consent to have their chi]d evaluated). ’
. ] . -
‘ e ~ : . v N
o In the majority of the sites, studied, parents very seldom exercised = .

their right to an 1ndependent educational evaluation. In some sites we

heard that parents never asked for such evaluations, and in others, that

parents rarely- requested them: (e g., one percent-of the time). For the most

part, parents appeared'to be satisfied with the evaluations conducted by the .
‘ LEAs. It should be: noted however, that although LEAs did’ inform parents gf

th.e1r rights regarding mdepende eva_'l,uatwnsa district personrﬁdld not

genera]ly emphas1ze this parenta] ight strongly.

when we asked d1strict personkel about how they "consider" the few
1ndepen4ent educat1ona1 eva]uat1ons‘that>parents may bring.sto them, ‘most

. indicated that they did consider them to some extent. For example, we heard
N " the following:. - oo 7 : "
3 . - 67 . . k/

- . In one LEA, the district eva1uators looked at the 1ndependent

’ * *evaluation data and used what we are comfortable w1th. .
... In another district, the: mu1t1d1sc1p11nary staffing team considered o
. an 1ndependept eva1uation ‘along with our other data" when making
e ' . placement decisions. v Py
.. » ' * N LY y ' 1%
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¢ In another site, the dprector of psycho]og1ca1 services sa1d that
when‘confronted with an independent evaluation: “Most of the time
'yol acquiesce to the parents because they have to sign before you*
can act. If "they went out and paid for .this ingependent evaluation,’ e
you try to go along; we don't fight them 1n the courts " :

In a fourth d1str1ct a guidance counselor commented. that when an

independent evalugtion supports the LEA's evaluation in general,
Ashe draws, oh f1n’§igs from both evaluations in making her

recomme%ggt1ons ra ch11d ‘

’

Thus, 'it_appeared that districts at least attempted to consider
independent educational evaluations. We did hear of one except1on, however .
- which specifically concerned indepéndent psychiatric eva]uatlons In this
district, the Yirector of spedial education would not accept any psychiatric~
Mospital's evaluation: "I wdn my own psychiatrist to do the evaluation.”
='Th1s attitude was not surprising, given the district's exper1ence in this
community (i.e., local psych1atr1§ﬁ§ have urged parents to make unilateral
privat a&cements without LEA 1nvo1vement and parents have then sought

payment “ffom the aschoo] d1str1ct)

- \> .

'

Changes in Reevaluation Practiceeyzﬁ\(Jr ' ) - Q
. 4 ' ) 8

2 - .
There seemed to be no major changes in reevaluation practices this year o

in themites visited. Reevaluation generally continued to be of low
priority, except in sites where odutside factors (court cases, mon1tor1ng) .

»

have changed th1s'by highlighting reevalgation backlogs. Var1ous LEA }
attempts to reduce back]ogs in response to owtside forces are descr1bed 1n v
Sect1on IT, . : -

¢ ) . e
In comprehensiveness, the reevaluations generally tended to be Very '
'simitar to the initial eva]uations, although in at Jeast one district, we
learned that the SEA wa’ cons1der1hg changing its requirements and m1ght
encourage LEAs to update only the components of the evaluation thatrwere
Jnvalid. In at least one other LEA, an attempt was made® this past year to
stream11ne the reeva]uation}process As an LEA psychologist commented:

. LY
.it's ridiculous to think you're going.to do the whole thing over when
. : "

Qé'l‘ .5




' you already have reams of data on the kids."

-~

psychologists to look at ¢he disability and to test d1fferent1a11y

For

LEA policy essentially ady1sed

example; SLD students would not be g1ven IQ tests unless the special-
education teacher spec1f1ca11y requested it.

" In sum, a\though there have been changes in seueraJ sites_regarding
reéva1uatidn,°1n the majority ¢f our sites, reevaluation practices (both the
procedures and the pr1or1ty) remained. essentially the same. The major \
change we saw in the area qjgreevaluat1on was that; in several sites,

reevaluations became more of a priority in response to such external factors
as court cases or mon1tor1ng . . . . p
~ . 4 : ) °
Summary - -
The findings dur1ng 1980-81 regard1ng changes 1n,eva1uat1on and .
4

reevaluation practices are ‘summarized as fo]]ows .
. LEAs continued to use a multidisciplinary approach to evaluation, -

wh1éﬁ reflects the intent of PL 94-142. External factors, primarily

thaﬂQEA had some impact on local evaluation practices, but more in

the direction -of ref1nements than of major changes. -

P N

A few LEAs, under their own 1n1t1at1ve, refined the1r evaluation

practices in order to streamline procedures or in an effort to pay

greater attention to 1ndiv1dua1 needs of handicapped children.

. A]though most LEAs emphas1zed 1n¢nv1dua11y tailored evaluations, the
availability of resources?‘as well as eligibility criteria, °
continued to stroneg infTuence decisionmaki 'Eogcern1ng student

-placement.

I

- .» Most LEAS provided parents”WTth_;nfonnat1on on their r1ght to an
. “independent educational evaluation at public expense if they
® disagreed withgan LEA evaluation: - However, district personnel did
not generally emphasize this parental right strongly.. Parents
rarely exercised this right, but when they did, the LEAs at least
c8hsidered the independent educational. eva]uations 1n mak1ng;_j
decisiops about a child's placement. ¥

. Reevaluat1ons general]y continued to be of low priority, except in
sites where outside forces -(court cades’ mopitoring) have.
highlighted reevaluat1on backlogs.

~
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IEP Practices and Parent Involvement in Decisionmaking " .

J“ »~ e

Changes in”IEP Practices

In January 1981, the Secretary of Education issued an 1nterpretat1on of
the 1ndividua11zed education program (IEP) requirements under PL 94-142. As
part of this 1nterpretat1on, the Department of Education reiterated that IEP
'obJectives (also called short—tenn obj%ct1ves) must be written before 2
child is placed in specia] educat1on. The department also stated that the
IEP is not’/htended to be detailed enough to be used as an instructional

»

plan. The following distinction was made in this regard5 -t

~

IEP obJectwes prov1de general b%arks for detenmmng progress
toward-meeting the annual goals. These obJectJves should be ',
projected to be accomplished over an extended périod of time

(e.g., an-entire school quarter or semester). On the other hand,®

.the objectives in classroom instructional plans deal with more
specifice outcomes that are 'to be accomp11shed on a daily, weekly,

or month]y basis.* .

)

Given’ this reéent cTarification it was interesting to find that the
magor .changes in IEP practices observed th1s year in the study sites were
relatéd to. when short-term objéct1ves are wr}tten, and to the nature of ‘
these obJectives themselves. In a few LEAs part1c1pating in the SRI study, .

_recent OSE or SEA monitoring has had an impact-on compTetzng the IEP
(including short-term objectives) in a one-st process before p]acement.
We also found a.pattern,'in over half th As, towarét;é%ting broader
short-term ¢bjectives in the IEQ,/ma ng the IEP less Tike an 1nstruct1ona1

- Tesson p1 l Although the reasons f§} this latter change varied, most

commonTy .it'was made in response to OSE or SEA monitoging orbstate\

directives.. . .

b r
-

L ~
.

-
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P ,
. 1 These changes are d1scussed be]ow. First we discuss those motivated by
external factors, followed by those motivated g; internal factors. MWe ‘then \

e discuss several interesting exceptions to the general pattern of f1nq1ngs,

as well as changes specific to the secondary level. Finally, we describe °

... ‘‘changes in the tipe and paperwork burden of IEPs.

~ . t
-

. | . f ' }

Effects of External Factors. Lo b

Y

- In'1Q79:8Q, LEAs. in the study still tended routjnely to write'
’ short-term objectives within 30 days of a child's placement in special

education. The'specia1,edycatorsf rationale for this practice was that it ,
‘met children's needs better because the special education teacher had-time

te work with.a child before writing th¢ short-tem objectives. In 1980-81,
,pr1mar11y in response to the outside pressure noted above, a few dist

in three states changed their practices to cpqpiy with OSE's interpreta
N that IEP objectives must be written before placement. Although the SEANj
fourth state reiterated thlS IEP requirement to its LEAs, we saw no 1mpa
at the school level in the two study sites visited there this year.

- L]
©
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In one district where staffing teams'had to complete the short-tetm
‘4 objectives before ptacement, as well as recdbnvene for: changes in the IEP,* . ‘

changes that might be -made in service delivery to avoid additional sieffing
team meetings. For example, a shprt-Eenn objective covered a year and might
state that “the student willelearn upper case.1etters."

IEP objectives were genefaJ]y broader, so that they'epcompassed any minor.'\Q\

r./

.

Another district also made‘substantia1\é$anges in I1EP praCticegﬁ 9n
response to SEA directives. This year, the IEPs were*not typed so that they Z

A

The 0SE. 1nterpretat10n is that a change in IEP object1ves constitutes a
.+ revision of a child's IEP and, therefore, requires the LEA to initiate
anotber IEP meeting. ,

[}




would not appgar too "pre-prepared” to-parents. The placement team no
Tonger mentioned specific materials in the IEP; they also wrote broader
short-term objectives. Because of these changes, the IEP written at the
Placement meeting was called an "“interim" IEP. This interim IEP was of
necessity more general than the old IEP in this LEA~L1 e., it Was a/g(eleton
*IEP. School-level personne] told us that the short-term objectives need to
be goals, not obJect1ves For example, -a goal might be "to improve read1ng
ski11s" whereas an objective would be "to be able to blend sounds."

Generally, these short-tenn objectives Qere stated *n a one-]ine phrasef

In'the‘sites where IEP objectives had become broader, it was generally
agreed that, as a resu]t the IEP was less uzefu] as a daily instructional
guide.* For example, some teachers reported that they could no longer teach
from the IEP. ‘Nevertheless, we saw examples of teachers adapting and
compensating for this change: In the district where.the placement team
. completed an interim IEP, one teacher told us that she took the interim IEP
and rewrote it "into a more specific form after placement; this new IEP was
“then d1scussed with a ch11d s parents in a conference 30 days after the
pracement meeting. Another teacher said that she used the intérim IEP unt11
a more specific IEP wﬁn’ci‘n at the first annuagl review. During the
year, however, this teach®r uno€ficially filled h somé specifics {including
. progress made) in the interim IEP. She also wrote more detailed lesson
plans to substitute for the previously more specific IEP. . -

g Thus,‘it appeared that many teachers were compensating‘for the loss of
the more specific IEPs. In fact, even though some peop]e saw the move to
. broader IEPs as a "step backward ““the fact that IEPs were more specific in
- the past may have a long- ast1ng benef1t. That is, according to one

administrator, although IEP obJect1yes may be more general now, the positive’

v ‘ - " /\
. . /

* However, this/finding is con51stent with OSE's position regarding thejg
appropr1at level of detail of short-tenn objectives. <

Qv
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effects of teachers' writing specifics in the past may "stick with them" and
help them to teach more effectively. \

Because the teachers adapted to -the changes in- IEP procedures, it
seemed that the new procedures did not affect the children served. That is,
teachers added objectives, used lesson plansrsinstead of the IEPs, or
“started all over anyway," and the children did not appear to have
suffered. -However, .a teacher in one LEA pointed out some disadvantages to
this pattern. She noted that parents liked more detailed, rather than less
detailed, IEPs. She also thought that more detailed IEPs had helped the
special education teacher who received students the following year.

-

¥

Effects of -Internal Factors .

Severa] other sites also changed the IEPs *to be less like lesson plans,
a]though in response to internal factg;s, rather than state or federal

. influence. In ope rural district, special education teachers attempted to

make the IEPs "for parents," by adjusting the language of the IEP to the
patents' level of understanding. One teacher noted, "This communicates to

parents bgtter. We went haywire at first: they [IEPs] were lesson plans

and written for clinicians." In anogner rural site, teachers were also
writing less technical and less specific short-term objectives in IEPs in
order to make them more understandabﬁe to parents. For example, one teacher
changed the word1ng in one IEP from "wi]] decode 20 words" to "will read at _
the fourth grade level” by Christmas." Finally, the director of special
educatio¢,1n a third site streamlined the IEP process this past year by ‘
1imiting the number of short- tehn objectives to three. Thfs change, at the
director's 1nitiat1ve, was an attempt to reduce paperwork and to reassure
teachers that they did not have to specify every detail 1n writing IgPs.

'}
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Exceptions to the General Pattern ) <

Whereas short-temm objectives did becomé‘broader in over half of the
* study sites, we found two sites where IEPs became mére specific. In these
two districts, the changes were motivated by both external and internal
- factors. '
. ¥ .

In response go a court case, one LEA mad; a greater effort in 1980-81
td’improve programming for its SMR population. As part of this effort, IEPS
for these children became more specific artd weie 10 to 12 pages long.

Although one special educator'referred to these Topger 1EPs as the "Chinese-
menu method,"” more aspects of services for SMR children were inc]uth. For
example, a community life skills component (e.g., personal maintenance,
recreation/leisure) was written into the IEP. (

.. e :

The other district, motivated by the LEA's concern for teacher -
accountability, also made its.IEPs more detailed. The major change in the (
IEP form was the addition of an "IEP insert." This insert is a separate
sheet that contains the short:ienn objecgiVes. These objectives are . .
developed after placement on the basis of a téacher-administered diagnostic
fnstrument. Teachers update the short-term objectives in the insert évery 6 v
weeks during the schoo] year. This change in the IEP process accompanied
sevggal other changes made in response to compliance concerns. The district
now uses about 40 new forms to meet stafg requirements and ‘requires more
professipna]s thPﬂ\l?V°1ve¢ in the staffing team meet1pg§.

In the two sites where IEPs became more specific, there was agreement
among LEA personnel that this change was better for children. For example, ~
the new IEPs for the severely and profoundly handicapped population made the
teachers address program components that they viewed as the "perfect thing
for these kids." The reaction to the "IEP insert" in the second district
was also positive. E]ementary'teachers felt that, because the insert was
easily kept in the classroom, it helped teachers to become more organized
}End to keep up with their éhildrgn's progress. For example, one teacher

reported that she tended to look at the insert every week and informed the - s
57 /
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IR parents (by mail) every & weeks of their child's progress vis-a-vis these
4§6a1s. The teacher reported_that this insert also -helped her to\betteﬁf
communicate wifh parents. The high school teachers also praised the IEP
insert. Orfie teacher felt that the insert gave her a chance to plan.in more
detail, which was useful.! Another teacher said that the insert was easily

‘ kept in the room and referred to; she added that the insert made the IEP "so

N greatly improved," and made IEP writing zasier. /

N !

Changes in IEP Practices Specific to the Secondary Level

In several study sites, we observed changes in IEPs that were related
to issues specific to the secondary level. The first such change related to
the coordination bétween special education and vocational education. In a
number of sites, we saw greater coordination between the two through use of
the IEg,document. For examp]e, in two districts, personnel involved in
vocat1ona1 programs attended IEP meetings at the high school level for the
first time, helping to coordinate the vocational’ and academic components of
students' programs. In other sites, vocational ob ect1ves were expanded. &
For example, in one of these LEAs, the vocational rehab111tat10n counselor
assisted with writing the vocational component of the IEP. for all special
education students. In another district, although vocational objectives had
been written for EMR students for the past several years, in *1980- 81 the
special education work experience program coordinator also contr?buted
obJectives for SLD and SED students.

Another change in IEPs, relating to high school suspension/expulsion
procedures, was found in one site. Because in this district it was now
poésible to expel a special education student whose offending behaviors were
unrelated to his or her handicap, theJIEP now included statements of
concomitant behaviors not related to the handicap, such as truancy or
drug/a]coho] abuse.
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a Changes in Time and Paberwork Burden of IEPs
This year, we -generally found that, unless procedural changes requ1red

sc hool personnel to do mMore work, the time and paperwork. burden of IEPs ‘

. continued to lessen as people devised shortcuts or accepted the -IEP process" -
as a routine part of their jobs. As one teacher remarked, “...this is the
way it is: you quit complaining; you do it." 1In add1t1on, in: d1str1cts
where IEPs had become broader or simpler, respondents felt e1ther that the
burden had lessened or that it had at least stayed the same and was perhaps
more accepted. One reason that the burden had not lessened in a few of
these LEAs may be that, although the IEPs written at the placemeq; meeting

' may have been broader, teachers ended up doing what they used to do, 'either
by f1111ng in more details in the IEP later or by using a ‘specific lesson
plan to substitute for the less specific IEP.

~ A

In general, the ohjy.complaints we heard.about the IEP process came in
the LEAs where new procedures that had been imposed were perceived as ‘ >
burdensome. For example,’in a district mandated by the SEA to reconvene the
staffing team for IEP revisions, we heard compldints about the additional
time burden. In addition, in the two districts where the IEP had become
more specific and more like lesson p]ans, we .also heard complaints (although
balanced by the _feeling that ‘the IEPs had become more USeful) In one of
these latter sites, it was agreed that the paperyork burden had increased
since last year. . Teachers felt that this may have had some negative effects
on children, because some teachers would leave their students with busy work
so that they could fill out the numerous new forms. Other teachers in this N
district called the increase in paperwork "unbelievable.” At Jeast one
teacher claimed that her "kids are paying the price"; in addition, the
teacher reported that- some teachers worked on their IEPs during inservice
training, because they received no release timg to do IEPs. To confront the
paperwork burden in this LEA, district administrators set up an ad hoc
committee of teachers to see whether the number of forms could be reduced
while stil] complying with federal and state requirgments.




Parent Involvement in Sghool-Level Decisionmaking -
?‘?;}.f >

As was the case last year, parent involvement and satisfaction,
although qptlnec%ssari1y linked, continued to 'vary greatly, both within and
" between districts; factors inf]uencfpg the level of parental involvement or

k=

satisfaction (e.g., traditions, neighborhood demographics, school policy)
"were discussed in last year's report. Last year, we also found that, in
most of the LEAs, the quantity and quality of parental involvement were 10W;
’that is, parent participation was low, and few parental contributions were
substantive. This year, at both the elementary and high school* levels, the
picture was essentially the same; most parents did not participate much, and
- they continued to make few substantive contributions to decisions regarding
their children. The few exceptions to this pattern pertained to the
quantfty of parent involvement; some districts implemented changes in
_ practices that either encouraged or discpurdgéd parental involvement. But
even in places where parent partﬁcipation may have increased and parents may |,
have felt less inhibited, talked more, and understood mores the lack of
substantive parent involvement continued.

- In the district where parent involvement was éncburaged.by an effort to
adjust the language of the IEP to the parents' level pf understanding, there
- * seemed to be more shariﬁg of information about children on parents' day.
However, although parents might have understood more and been better
informeq, their congributions continued to be nonsubstantive. According to - B
. a district survey in anotgbé LEA, parent participation at the p]égement
meetings (though still low) increased 11.3% from 1979-80. This change was
attributed to the district's concerted effort to condugt all staffing
meetings at the school level this past year rather than at the district

‘level.

t

* s
. Parent involvement at the high schoo™NJevel continugs to be less than at
the elementary level. - ’
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Two rural districts encouraged parent participation at the secondary
Tevel by changing procedures this pastsyear. In one LEA; the guidance
counselor met with parents before the placemerit meeting to discuss what
would take place at the ﬁeeting. Although this lessened the feeling of
intimidation on the part of parents and led to their feeling more informed
and saying more, there was no change in the nature of their input (i.e., it
was still nonsubstantive): The other district required the special
education coordinator to chair the high school IEP meetings. Because of
this, "parents are better being made aware of their rights--parent
participation is better now." However, even though the parents might have
talked more, their contributions did not tend to be substantive.

' <

Finally, we saw only one example of a new district practice that
discouraged parent involvement. In an LEA where the number of forms had
proliferated rapidly since last year, we heard that it was harder to get
some parents to come in for the placement meetings because they’felt as if
they were "signing their 1ives away" with so many forms.

Summary ’ ‘

Regarding changes in IEP practices and parent inVo]?emen£\$n
decisionmaking, our findings in 1980-81 were as~follows:

. Major changes in IEP practices observed in the study sites were
relatéd to when short-term objectives are written and to the nature
of these objectives. Ipsresponse to OSE and SEA monitoring, some
LEAs were completing the P in a one-step process before placement
rather than completing them after placement. Over half the LEAs
were writing broager short-tem gbjectives in the IEP, making the

IEP less 1ike an 1nstruc§iona1 Tésson plan. .

- Many teachers adapted to less specjfic IEPs, and it appeared
’generally that the neéw procedures dip.not negatively affect the B
children served. In some cases, the use of less technical IEPs made
the IEPs more understandable to parents.

« .+ At the secondary level, greéter coordination between special and
vocational education occurred in some sites through the use of the
IEP document. :
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. In.general, the time and paperwork burden of IEPs continued to
lessen as people devised shortcuts or accepted the IEP process as a
routine part of their jobs. Complaints were usually heard only in
LEAs where new procedures that had just been imposed were perceived
as burdensome.

. In general, parents continued to make few substantive contributions
to the school-level decisionmaking process regarding their
“ . children. Although some LEAs made changes that increased parent -
participation, parents continued to make few substantive ’
contributions. .

Least Restrictive Environment

AN
J

Last year, we examined the continuum of alternative placement settings
available .to handicapped students and the speci:;égways that the mutual o
exposure of handicapppd.ana nonhandicapped child was being accomp]ishe&
at the school level. This year, QZ continued to investigate these topics:
focusing on changes since last year in the continuum of placement options
and mainstreaming activities. -

-

2 “
Changes in tha Continuum of Placement Options

<
3

Last year, we reported that a wider continuum of p]acement options was
available to m11d1y handicapped students (e. g., SLD, EMR) than was available
to the more severe]y handicapped (e.g.;gSED, TMR, SMR). This year, we
investigated any changes in the continuum‘of options available to
handicapped students. We defined a change in the continuum from a system
perépéctive; that is, a continuum was considered to have expanded if an
additional prbgram er sefting option was added for'a parficu]ar handicapping
condition. We did not consider ‘the continuum changed 1f more of the same
types of program were added, or if shifts in eligibility criteria resulted
in children being served ingdifferent options. X a

» . ) = /

In general, we found the same situation as last year; in 1980-81 there
was sti1l a wider continuum of placement options available to the mildly
hand{capped than to the severely handicapped. The general pattern aciross




4

the maaority of the LEAs vigfted also showed no expans1on in the continuum
for specia] education studzdt However, in several sites we did observe J
some egceptfons, which included at least three different types .of expansion:

4

Expansion in the continuum of options available to the severe]y -

handicapped (SED and, to some extent, TMR) primarily at the high
scngol level.

| ]

"
. Expansion 1l’the continuum of options available to the mildly
handicapped at the elementary level.

-

Expansion in the continuum of vocational education options at the
high school level. RN

In addition, in several sites we saw expansion in regular education opt1ons,
that can serve borderline students not eligible for special education or
those transitioning out of special education.

Below, we [discuss types of expansion observed ingspecial and regular -
educatiqn optigns. Expansion in the continuum of vocational éducation
options will bé discussed in Section IV. °

Options. for the Severely Handiquﬁed

-

W

The greatest expansion of a cont1nuum in special education options ;o

.appears to have occurred in programs for the severely handicapped (i.e. fdr:/4

the SED anél to some extent, TMR). The expansion for SED students was as

expected; it seemed that severa?’d1str1cts were coming to grips w1th the SED
problem, becaﬂse these students cannot eas11y be’ 1gnored A few sites are
exploring the .edges of the state of the art to f1qﬂ.program alternatives in,
which to serve SED students better.

- ==

In particular, two progressive districts expanded their continuum of
program options for SED students: Over the‘past few yeprs,‘one distrjct has
developed a rahge of placement options for SED students (1nc1ud1n§ 7{j‘ '
off- -campus programs as well as part-time placements). In 1980-81, this _
district added an option for iftermediate SED*students, which entails more

AR Y
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intermed1ate SED p1aeement opt1on serves seven fourth- to sixth- -gra
’ is staffed by two teachers &nd_an aide. Intens1ve support services to. these
ch11dren include social work serv1cé§, psych1atr1c congu]tat1on,
Ay prevocat1onal serv1ces, and adaptive physical educgtion. The other LEA _ <+
1ncreased ite coht1nuum 0 opt1ons to SED adolescents by 5tart1ng a -
cooperat've program with a commun1ty menta] health agency. This prggram 1s

18

(

Both of Lthese d1str1ctshhere also planning to further 1ncrease their
‘conti,nuum for SED stuaents 1p 1981-82. In the first site, a high school. "

= teacher to p1an an. alternative SED program for' h1gh school students who need
. more'structdre and conta1nment, The goal is to better serve students whose
’needs are not: being, met. Aftert vis¥ting various alternative programs and
ta1k1ng with tea hers and prograde&#ectors the teacher propoSed an

off- campus mode] 1th therapeut1c 1ntervent1on to the school board.. Desp1te'

1pca1 f1sca1 conservatxsm, the LEA gpecial educatlon director p1anned to ';
begin tﬁ1s program in 1981 82 The«second LEA planned to further\ref1ne theé
cont1nuum of opt1ons ava11ab1e to the SED population Eﬂ5reduc1ng itinerant
serv1ces, increasing resource cJasses, and placing new se]f contained
c] ses at schoo%;s1tes. o L. .
e 5 ' ~ . .
- In éontrast to ese sites with plans for'expansion LEA administrators
at one site p]anned to drop the SED a] ernat1ve high school that was funded
g under PL 94- 142 because of ant1q1pated fundgng cutbacks. This program loss
_ ) (TT{\s;gn1f1cant1y .reduce the opt1ons ava11ab1eatg\SED youngsters in 1981-82,
4 A . . - .

AS'm%ntioned a ove we alsd observed at least er,expaﬁg1on of the *
. cont1nuum ava11able to Tﬁﬁ‘ (and more severe]y re arded) Jhdividuals. 1n a

: L - d1str1ct‘that in 197980 created a new placement opt1on gp.accommodate .
o ‘ h1gh funct1on1ng, elementary aged TMR ch11dren a new opt1on was opened thi
- . " past year for high-functioning, high- schoo] ~-aged IMR‘s‘tudentss This option
.-) ' _‘$ ) ¢ N 6.4 , I": °, . R -
‘. 1i’_
Ny ’ !\ Q. ‘(d )

district prdy1ded release, t1me this pas&,ybar for a special education . 7

-

1ntensive support1ve serv1ces than other ex1st1ng options. This N
ders, and

B E o ‘
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for "gifted" TMR'stu ms, located at a h1gh school, was instituted in ‘-

.response to advocateCpress e to do more mainstreaming of the severe]y
hand1capped .Prior to 19 81, the only option avaijdble for these students
was special schools within the LEA. This, expansion of the continuum may be
part of the trend‘we have seen toward serving the severely handicapped in
age-appropriate\se;tings; however, in other sites where classes for the |
severely handicapped had ‘been mved to high schoo) séttings, these new
clhsses tended to be the only opt1ons available to these youngsters and thus
d1d not . represent an expansion of a continuum., _ -

~ & L

* Options for the Mi]d]y Handicapped _ ” . . ) ‘

- A]though not very .common, _we saw at a%t two 1nstahcés where the

continuum of options had -been expanded for the mildly handicapped the
elementary level. However these were not maJor changes; they 1nv3§lgd r

increased flexibility in existing programs, rather than the addition of new -
programs. In one d1str1ct a slight change in the range of optlons for the

mjldly hand1capped at the elementary level resulted from the 1mp1ementat1on
of a new state Funding model. . The biggest change wds that the LEA was no
longer restricted to either a resource room p]acement or a self- conta1ned
sett1ng The hours spent by a student. 1h .a special educat10n Cclassroom,
could be more flexible; thus, this LEA theorettca]]y could better address
the individual needs of students. For examp]e we visited one classroom

e a  m r o e, st e @ s

“organized as a comb1nat1on-resource room-and- self-contained class. Spec1af

education students began each day in the regular class, at least for openxng
acti%1t1es Then, depend1ng on individual needs, they spent varying amounts
of . t1me in the spec1a1 education class. . Students returned to the regular
class for the last perlod of each day. This model wou]d not have been-
acceptable under the old fund1ng system; this type of c]ass was tr1éd on an

- experimental basis in 1979- 80s.and was a hona f1de optlon this past fear.

¢ N
In another LEA, we saw ﬁh\expanﬁgon of the cont1nuum, a]though not on a
districtwide basis. Durlng 1979-80 in this LEA, schools had either

o
:
be

o/

1t1nerant or’ resource teachers; in the middle of that year, some of the 'i

. . ‘ 65
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schoo]s eliminated the resource teachers in favor of self- conta1ned ~

classes. However, this past year, at least one school had both

se]f—contawned class and resource room options for SLD students. Because
\k~§LD students were typ1ca11y served in their home schools, this change, in

effect, expanded the continuum of services ava11ab1e to at least sbme SLD -

. students 1n this district. »
'

»

Gptions in Regular Education

We also visited some LEAs where options added in regular educdtion
. could serve border11ne students not eligible for sp€c1a1 education. In
addition, these opt1ons could.-be used to aid students in the transition out
of sPcial education.

I

- —an mea - e s e - PR— e i T e e sembh e meTe . e

At ggf elementary level in one LEA, a regular education grogram had

fjust been ‘impiemented for children in grades K-3. This program, instituted
in response to new minimal competency testing requirements, was not for
special education students but for students with possible 1earning

problems. Al1l children are tgsted by d1agnost1c1ans in this program; ard 1f

their learning: problems are severe enough they are referred to spec1a1
education. Ch11dren with less severe problems are placed in this spec1a1
remedial progham. :

-~

.
A

s - », ' . =
In ‘another LEA, new pasic skills classes were established.in the high

" school this past year. These classes were started to serve students who do
’not qualify for sb"ial educhtion but who are not capable of functioning in
the low-track hlgh schoo] classes In add1t1on these classes serve )
students who are trans1t1on1ng out of special education.

.
L -4 - !
: o)
\

" Changes in Mainstreaming Activities

-

Last year, we observed continued movement toward greater individualized
programming through the mutual exposure of handicapped and nonhandicapped

. e 66 A ‘K ."\!'
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"children. Th:s year, we found that th]S pattern continued. Overall, we

~_Wjth an IEP in the regular c]assroom.. These changes resulted in a greater— "

found no 1arge change 1n the amount of mainstreaming, at either the ' »
e]ementary or secondary level. “However, new strategies to fac111tate
mainstreaming continued to be developed,- and regu]ar teachers were

—_=Continuing to accept .their expanded role vis-a-vis special education - ‘
dents, thus making mainstreaming easier to accomplish, : R 3
. TN\ s
. : 1

\ -

Changes in}thé Amounsg of’ Ma%nstreaming'

\

At each of the.16 LEAs we’ v151ted mainstreaming act1y1t1es cont1nued )
“on both group and 1nd1v1dua1 bases. At the elementary sthool level, the . ‘ 9\
overwhe]ming trend was no fhange in the amount of mainstreaming. In fact,'
we._ found changes in the amount of mainstreaming in only two .LEAs: in one, .
the amount of ma1nstream1ng increased; in the other, 1t decreased. The - , . tw
changes 1n these two districts were the resu]t of internal factors N - T
"idiosyncratic to each LEA. S .

- ; . . .

+ ' One of the two districts 1acke¢ eriough e]em:btary SLD c]asses to hand]e
tse expanding elementary SLD popu}ation\ JThig past year, the SLD c]asses :
were used more as "1ab" settings; that is, SL’; students spent less time in ' e
the' SLD classes than in thg previous year. In addition, more use was made . .
this past year of the "ind1rect<serv1ce 0pt10n where children are served 1‘;:

.
3w smaANve

amount of ma1nstreaming for children-at tHe efamgntary level. la general,, .
respondents in this district felt that. this practite did not affect,childmen .
negatively, because tbqée students who needed more time In the SLD labs

could stay there all day. However, some schoo] -level personne] acknowledged
that «this change might, not be togslly appropriate. They fe]t that .some
children needed mo re time in .the SLD classes, a]though th]S need had to be ..°
balanced agiﬁpst the problem of isolating e]ementary schoo] children from

&% s,

.

~ ——\\\heir nonhandicapped peers. | _ . - ‘1.

bad . T . 0
l - . [

~

. .Ina smaT], condervative district d chgnge in program options resulted.
in a decreasesin the amount of mainstreaming at the elementary level.’
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" Persannel in this LEA generally felt that self—cgntained optténs were
appropriate for children in the lower. eleﬁentary grades. Thus this past
, year, the part-time EMR tlas¢- for the second and th1rd grades was changed to
0 a full-time EMR class. The EMR teacher commented that ch11dren were being
sérved better since the EMR class is fu]] time. She felt that thg ch11dren
get more- individual he]p, and that~thene was "too much gbing on" in the .
. regular class for her children to benefit from being there. oo ’ ‘%.3‘ &
At the h1gh school 1eve1, although we say no sTgn1f1cant changes 1n the
amount of ma:nstream1ng in the maJor1ty of the study sites, there were' more .
changes than at the elementary ‘school level. Most of these changes related-
to 1ncreas1ng efforts tp p]ace special educat1on students in regular
vocational education ppt1ons. In at 1east three sites, this 1ncreased. .
.effort resulted in a greater amount of mainst reagi ing at the }hgﬁrséhool
-level. This type of mainstreaming was, in some sites, facilitated by new
'bqundary-cross1ng personnel (see ‘next subsecti » Whose job was_to )
o establish more formal mean's‘f coordination between special education and - - ‘
.vocational education.

. . . .
o
. e - ', t
© ; o

. ) Except for these areas of 1ncreasgd vocational ma1nstream1ng, there,was
¢ “minimal change in the amount of ma1nstream1ng at the high school level. HWe

/
did, howevery also see the continuation gf the trend of putting severely
hand1capped high-school-aged individuals in age-appropPiate sett1ngs For
example one 1arge urban site, which in 1979- 80 had moved a class for the - +

,,,:i ”’,'serere,and profoundly hand1capped into a ;ﬁgh schodl, moved a TMR class into
7" a high' school in 1980-81. TMR classes al&o were placed in h1gh school$ Jn
two. other LEAs this past year Although TMR students typically were not .
“"hamstreamed their placement. in .dge- appropmate sett1ngs provided more
opportunities to increase their exposure to the1r nonhandicapped peers.

? ) 0\ 4 . < . _ . [ ] “ .

S
£, ¢
. ‘

f;.»f)‘ t S . " Changes in Mainstreaming Strategies 'A )
R . , Ay ’ 5 - a .-
-, Although, dvera]l we saw no major change n the amdunt of
0’

mainstreaming’ 1n the LEAs v1s1ted we generally fqQund that ma1n3tream1ng was V.«
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,,responsxbllltaes.of both the regular and spec1a1 educatlon teachers.

@4
I‘ l_. ”' ~ . ' S
more accepted and easier to accomplish this past year, compared with

1‘-80. In part, this change happened because districts over the last few
years have devised new strateg1es to facilitate ma1nstream1ng Far example,
last year we reported ev1dence that ma1nstream1ng was facilitated by aides
and boundary-érossing personnel,* as well as by a number of strategies such
as the use qof notebooks and individual ass1gnmentrsheets. This year, we
also obsérved Several new strategies designed to'facilitate mainstreaming,

I - L4

. as follows. . ' . ' .

In a_conservative district, g special\education qpordtnator (hired last -
year) implemented several strategies designed to faci]itate mainstreaming at:
the elementary level. Each 5pec1a1 education teacher was given an a1de to
he]p with ma1nstream1ng act1v1t1es. In add1t1on, each spectal educat1on
student .in a self-contained class was automat1ca11y put on a regular

classroom teacher's class list so that the teacher's class 11st would not’

) exceed its maximum 1imit in the event that mainstreaming became an -

apprqprigﬁe option for that part1cukaprstudent.) Al though there was no

funding incentive to mainstream,.this practice ensured*that a chair in the

regu]ar c1assroom was available if teachers wanted to ma1nstream a special @%
- & -

educat1on stUdent.

In another d1str1ct a boundary crosser developed a.new mainstreaming
strategy for the e]ementary level that defined the grading and instructional
A

Children could be mainstreamed under two options. compet1t1ve" and
;noncompetitive ma1nstream1ng If a child was mainstreamed .into a regular
c]assroom in a cbmpetftive mafnstream1ng ro]e the regular teacher graded

the child on obJectives mutually agreed on with the specia) educataon
2teacher and written intq the IEP. 'The obJect1ves (academic or soc1a1) were

detailed, as were the teaching and réinforcément responsibilities of ‘the
0 . ‘ ' , ‘ : .

-
"~ .

. y

. - ) . K]

»
The role of boundary crossers-is to minimize the barr1ens asspciated w1th
the organ1zationa1 boundary\between reguiar .a special educaton.

’ 69 . . ) ~
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‘ rgbupar and special education teachers. If a'chifduwas mainstreamed into a.
- regular classroom in a noncompetitive rd]e, the special educatiqn teacher
' graded the .child's progress on the outlined IEP objectives. Previously,
special education teéachiers had been responsible for grading all mainstreamed
children. Now,.if a child was mainstreamed and judged, at.1east somewhat,
; on the same basis as other children (competitive mainstreaming), the regular
:teacherikascgiven the responsibility for grading and could view his or her
role as more than a babysitter. There were p]ans to 1mp1ement this strategy

at the high school 1eve1 for.1981-82. ' )

Mainstreaming was also facilitated in at 1east Ywo other sites that
= added boundary-crossing personnef'toqnmrease coordination between special  ®
education and vocatdonal education at the secondary level. These new '
. \ -personnel (such as the vocational education coordinator and the vocat1ona1 ’
- vadvxsorT were facilitg}ors of ma1nstream1ng (n the sense-that they
fac111tated the accessibility of regular vocat1ona1 options for spec1a1
., education youngsters. i .o . ot SN
“”«V’iAnotherghigh—school-}evel strategys although not new, was ‘very -
interesting. A resource room teacher in one district became frustrated -+
several years ago with the\haphazard way that mainstreaming was be{ng - 9’
carr1ed out (i.e., spec1a1 educat1on teachers. begg1ng regular education to.
take students when no one knew whether the students weré competent enough to

A situzton. First she surveyed every regu]ar teacher of each high school’

-, course to find out what minimal sk111s were4nece;sary for students to -’
function in each class. Then she ranked each course on assca]eaof one to
five--five -being the mdst d1ff1cu{t.£e.g., Advanced P]acement Chem1stry)--

¢ 2nd designed an informal “crucial skills test" that she used go determine
whether students were ready to he ma1nstreamed 1nto certa1n c1assqp For
examp]e when a student wanted to be mainstreamed-for typ1ng, she checked
the ski]]s the typing teacher required, and then assessed the student 10 see
, “how close he or she came tQ meet1ng the requ1rements. She ewther showed the
student specifically what skills'had to be mastered beforeghe or she, could”
the successful in that class or, if the class seemed tota]]x’inappropniate%

) R

. R o 0 .

> cope in the regufar class). She des1gned a system ‘to try to rect1fy th1s e
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recomended another one. If a student came close to meeting tﬁé entry
reuirements of a course, phe resource teacher would see whether the regular
her was wi]]ipg to make some adaptations. At that point, the resource '

teacher had a fairly clear idea-of what adaptations needed to be maa,j an% . C
teachers were usually open to doing so ‘because they understood exact® what

she/was talking about. She felt that this system did not encourage: regular
“teachers to set standards that excluded special education sthdents, bui

rather helped her to make appropriate mainstreaming choices for students.

This system workéd best with the mildly ﬁandicapped)resource room students

who generally could get by in the Fegular program with minor adaptations.
Thi's past year, the resource teacher was asked to help the vocational -
education teachers develop a similar system to help identify the most
appropriéte vocational classes for %pecia1 education students. ’

H
N i I

Summary
T ) - . 1] i \
" The following are the major findings of our ihvestigation of, provisions
regarding least re%triciive.environment during the 1980-8) school year:

™

»
.

« . In the majority of LEAs, no” expansion in the ¢ontinuum of placement )

® 08 options for special education students occurred. As was true during - - g

1979-80, there was still-a wider continuum of placement options i
available tg'the mildly handicapped, although there was some
expansion of program option$ for the'more severely handicapped.’

Finally, several sites increased regular education options that - -

. could serve borderline students not eligible for .speciat education,

+ The movement toward greater individualized programming through the
,mutdal exposure of handicapped and nonhandicapped chiltdren
continyed. Overall, however; there was no change in the amount 6F . )
mainstreaming. On the other hand, mainstreaming of .special -Q
education students was generally more accepted and gasier to- . ‘
accomplish, in part because of the continued deve]ogment of new to.
strategies to facilitate mainstreaming (e.g., use of aides, new

grading strategies, new boundary-crossing reles). -
. ’ * . . . - .
K . a. M
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Changes in Personnel,. Roles, and Inservice Training

3 %

~««In the first part of this-subsection, we describe the overa11 change in

‘the personnef’who con§tituted the special educationm delivery system at the

'schoo] level for 1980-81. Next we discuss the "boundary crosser" role at
- the school level, followed by a description of other new roles that have

beeri developed, as well as traditional roles that have been adap¥ed, in
response to various leocal and outsjde influences. Finally, we provide an
update-on, changes in inservice training.

Changes h Personnel ' '
L .

) The 1limited expansion of special education programs and services S

. observed thTSmpast“year in the study s1tes resu]ted in few additions of

teachers to staff the new c]aﬂses or expanded niegrams (descr1bed in
Sect1on I1) and in the hiring of few personne] to de11ver'?e]ated serv1ces
Because most districts were unable to hire add1t1ona1 special education '
personne] pr1mar1]y because of budgetary constra1nts many teachers and

related service personne] (i.e; the ex1sthng wotk force) had to “take on <;

additional rdsponsibilities and/or work]oads to try to maintain appropr1ate
programn1ng to, handicapped student; within these constraints, - -

¥
L4

The'éouﬁdany Crosser Role

Over the past 2 years, we have reported~on the role of personnel, whom
we call boundary crossers whose Job t is to mJn1m1ze the organizatiopnal
* barriers to 1mp1ement1ng the prov1§ﬁP s of PL 94-142. At the school level,
bbundary crossers_are responsible f br1dgfng the- gap “between special

p§51a]]y in areas that\requ1ﬁe some ,

n ma1n§tream1ng and '1EP development and use. w
For example, the role of the resource spec1a]1st created as part of ‘
California's Master P]an for Spec1a] Education, was designed to provide,

type of coordinat1on, such as

individua]]y appropriate'instruction for learning-hand+capped children at .
72 R
: e

)
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. o
both the elementary and secondary levels. The resource specialist's role is
part instructional and part coordinative. In addition to instructional .
respons1b1]1t1es, resource specialists are required to provide services such
as 1nserv1ce tra1n1ng for school staffs, consultation for regu1ar classroom

teachers and coordination of p]acement and IEP meetings.

>

. AN

< 3
" Last yéar, we reported that 10 sites had boundary crossers, and'we °

v described how these personne] functioned. These boundary-cross1ng roles

" eXisted at both the elementary and secondary levels, al though they were far
".s . less prevalent at the- secondary level.
' ‘way these personne] operated at these same s1tes:

"This year, we found no change in the,

find an increase in the number of boundary-crossing personnel in these 1V
LEAs, primqri]y because of increased coordination betweEn special education

' and vocational education at the Secondary level.. At the elementary Tewvel
this year, we d1scovered very littlé change, if any, in the number of

boundary-cross1ng persohne]. . ) .

Y
-

' . - The boundaries to be crossed to 1mp1ement the intent of PL 94- 142 at’
' the secondary Ievel are more numerous than at th ementary level. Last
CT year, we reported that a]'hough only a few s1teséh:i\?Qfﬁaﬁ'secondary-]eve]
. boundary-crossing. personrel (e.g., tutor-coynselor, resource specfalists),
' ‘more half had estapl jshed 1nforma1'cbégzénation‘betwéen specia]
educ and vocational education:to prqv1de improved’ programm1ng for
spec1a1 education students. Exagples of these 1nforma1 meBhanisms included
. a work experience coord:nator, whb (as part of his duties) coordinated
spec1a] education students' 1nstruct1ona1 programs with their work.
experience, and a vocational placement spec1a11st who spent some of h1s
time coord1nat1ng the various componerits 1nvo]ved in vocational programm1ng
_ of special education studénts (e.g., coordination among employers,
This year, we

regular
and special- education teachers, and the students themselyes).

-, found that,these 1nfonna1 mechanisms of coordination between, spacial ’
education and vocational educatlon continued to operate. In add1t1on, 1n“
-~ - -three s%t&S—»newfboundarywcrossing roles were establq
formal means of coordinat1on betfeen special and vocational education.

ished to prov1de more

: These ‘new ro]es are described below. - v S
) .8 o : . . ’
‘ : o 73 ) .
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On the other hand, we did




Vocational Education Coordinator--The role of the vocat1onaT educat1o <

coordinator was deve]d)ed by one LEA in an effort to provide more 'vocational
~ -opportunities for its special education students. This position, paid
' for through vocational education 10% set-aside funds, was the outgrowth .
of an agreement between the special educatjon department and the Vocational
education department on how vocational educatién was to carry out its
mandate to serve special education students. The voeational education
coordinator's primary focus is to assist self-contained special educat1on

. students, and his time is spent - (1) gathering assessment data to be used in
e " p]ac1ngispec1a1 education students. in vocational programs, (2) seeking oyt
. receptive vocational education.teachers for student placement, (3) acting

as a liaison between vocational and special education (he can provide
assistance to vocational education teachers such as tutoring and counseling’
of special educat1on students, and providing inservice training to

AR vocational teachers), and (4) f1nd1ng Jjobs for students. ' ) o~
L. A . o ' v . v . . Vs
A M | ' .7

DA ' . ' . “ }'
Kgéationa] Rehabilitation Counselor--In one large Qistrict;>wﬁichg ga
has had‘previous success with boundary-crossing personnel, the'new role

of vocat10n51 rehab111tat1on counselor was created this year The LEA
{ - perceived a need to strengthen the connections’ among special education,
vocat1on 1 educhtion; and all postsecondary options available to special
’ educat1dn students (e g., employment, cejlege Department of Yocational
Rehab111tat1on) Vocat1ona] rehabilitat
educatidn personne] (mot Department of Uocat1ona] Rehabilitation personnel)
' why se'sQ]e respons1b1]1&x_is to spec1a1 education students, but they are
-+ funded out of the reguPar vocat1ona] edudat1on bugget. Vocat10£a1 rehab-

ilitation counselors assist special educat}on stuents in (1)

on counselors are itinerant special.

planning -
vocat1ona1 programs and mak1ng career choicess (Z) f1nd1ng emp]oyment while
still in school and (3) making the trans1t1on from school to’ postsecondary
! emp]oyment. Although these counselors serve all. age ranges of specdal.
’ ~ gducation students, th1s past year they focused pr1mar1]y on 1 2h- grade
/ handicapped students to link Jthem with postsecondary opt1ons&

¢ , )
N . . . . >

*




Q

N 5 N
{ . , N

Vocat1onal Adv1sor--A th1rd LEA adapted tﬁ1s .role, which had provided
informal ﬁeord1nat1on between vocational and special education; to prov1de ’
a more formalized mechanism of coordination. The vocational adv1sor _now
devotes the entire day to JOb placement and follow-up, counse11ng, and

¥

'4\' .

coordination of special education student programming: ggsg

-

Thus, overall, we found that the number of boundary—cross1ng personnel
1ncgeased slightly ‘at the school level this year because new rd1es,were

) deve}oped pr1mar11y at the secondary level. These new.boundary~cﬁb551ng

roles were created in three sites. that had previous successful experience
with boundary crossers. The LEAs concentrated their new coordination
efforts,.;ﬁrough the means of these new boundary—crossing personnel, on
increased cgoperat1on between special education and vocational education.
Although the estab11shnent of these new roles resu]ted 1n improved voca-
tional programm1ng for 'some ‘special ediucation students, most LEAs 1n our
study were JUSt gett1ng’started in th1s are4land much more neéded to be" done
to improve remaining coord1nat1on.barr1ers between the special and
vocat1ona1 educat1on systems. . - )

)

\Other New Roles Lo s -
. - A, Ce ) :
In add1t1on to boundary cros31ng roles, nine other new school level or

LEA-Tevel ro]es or functions betame eVﬁdent dur1ng the 1980-81 school year. -

These 'new roles were created in §$ix LEAs (five of wh1ch are large urban or
suburban districts), in response to various Tocal factors and olitside
influences. The. local -factors included d1sc1p]1ne of special’ education )
students, inappropriate changes in p]acement decentra11zat1on of
administrative responsibility, and effect?ve mon1tor1ng of students in
pr1vate placements. OQutside 1nf1uences (e.g., SEA.mdn1tor1ng and court
cases) accounted, for half of these 9 new roles, which were created to deal
with bilingual assessments, serv1ces to nonpublic schoot students, and

‘program development - for SMR students. - .-

Q“
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One new (role, for example, that of.a 1ife“skills-supervisdr, fﬂﬁctions
primarily at the school level. A large urban district developed this role,
in response to pressure generat‘ by a. court case concerned with«the quahty
of SMR programming., The Jife skills superv1sor is respons1b1g for the' ‘ .
overall development of the communlty tife sk1J]s component of the new model .

SMR programs initiated by the district.” -He or she also assists spec1h]°
education teachers through coordination of services .to students and,
.provision of additional assessment data. : e

LEAs were able.to accemmodate these new ro]es by red1str1but1ng \\”,ﬁ . ‘m:
sources (i.e., state and 10ca1 spec1a1'educat1on funds), allocating )
federa] funds rece1ved through PL 94- ]42 and PL 89-313, and increasipg the ;
responsibilities of current personne4 Most of these new roles were related
“to changes at the LEA administrative level and thus are discussédhin
Section Il For example, the roles and functions of*a "data review
commit?ee" and a “speciq1=admi;sions team" are described in that section.

<

Changes in Inservice Training

/
- L
- .

. 0vera1},Cha?ggs. L, . y \\\

- tast year; we reported that there was‘11tt]e change in the amount of -
1nservfce training or jn the priority attached to it. On the other hand,
there were indications that training was better coordinated and addressed

. more substantive issues than-during past years. A-number of factors
appearéd to ﬁ;ve facilitated the move toward more relevant inservice
sessions. These included: (1) the addition of school-level personnel who
could provide training on formal and informal ]eve]s; as well, as.provide
support to regular education personnel; (2) the creation or expansion of .
1gservibe’coord1nator roles; and (3) adequate coverage of procedural matters
in past sessions. /. ' T
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Although we found no dramat1c change i+ the amount of vnserV1ce
.tra1n1ng th1s year, about half of the study sites increased or decreased (
the point of no special educat1op inservice in two LEAs) their leyels of )
inservice training during 1980-81. " These changes were attr1buted local *
factors (such as lack .of money or more préss1ng priorities) and SEA
influences (such as additional fund1ng prov1ded to LEAs for staff
edeve]opment) ) @ " L '

Tbere was little cnagge th1s past year 1n the lewvel. of relevancy gf .
1nserv1ce training (i.e., sites. continued last year's. efforts of more* | . :
éupstant1ve and better coordinated tra1n1ﬁ©) A]thoUgh inservice relevant ¢

! toklocal méeds rov1ded an incentive for participation by target groups
, . thqve con i Qe a_ need for'other incentives to ma1nta1n hwgh levels of
l‘ | partnc1pat1on. LEAs continued 1o prOV1d€ teachers g1th subsf1tutes, to pay
M ~; for inservice t1me and. to g1ve-co11e§e éredfts to encourage teachers and’
"other personnel to part}c1pate in 1nserV1ce ﬁra1n1ng Some d1str1cts st111

required specific ]eve]s of " 1nserv1ce tralnrnq for sa]ary 1ncreases. W

o * -
- ¥

-

hat”add1t10na1 emphas1s was be1ng
p]aced of this past year on the toplc\szhz;cat1ona1 éﬂucat1on as Tt affects

We d1d however, find some $igns

special educat1on students. . This change_was consistent w1th “the 1noreased ¥

v . described in other. sections'of \this. report--Exampled -§f core giaYimirans

emphasis on career or vocat1o al education{ for spec1a1 educat1on stuaents ’ 4
report§

‘efforts made by $iX LEAs in thé dire 1nc1ud4ng the top1c of _ -
vocational educatiqn in tra1n1ng sessfons f Tow: -

¥

<

. Three s1tes had)spec1a] educat1on personnel give’ presentations (op - e
~+ topics such as ma1nstream1ng) to vocat1ona] techn1ca nd other :
vocational education staff o, !
, . é C .
. .. Two sites included vocational staff on spec1a1 educat1on inservice ° o
v ¢ _training committees, and held special education inservice sessions "

directed at special éducation vocat1ona1 teachers “to help them see '

i

the*whole picture.”

. One LEA contracteQ WTth 3 university to des1gn comprehens1ve staff. )
de vedGpment materiais (e.g., vocational ‘evaluations, definiing Sk11154

.t .~ for successful functioning in any. typeé of vocational class) for all
. ' vocational and special education personne] 1nvo]ved in program ) ,
- N ’ * ~
A . . - ' ) T 77 ;‘ _' -8 R . .
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development and dec1s1onmak1ng The contract 1a1d the groundwork
for future cooperative inservice training and curriculum development
betwéen vocational and spec1a1 education. .

»

{ ~ R , ‘ - ) ' N

Other Factors Related to Inservice Training .o -
' . 4

This-year, for the first time, we also inquired about three factors
. concerning inservice training: needs assessment - practices, parent tra1n1ng,
and the use of PL 94 142 funds for staff development. '

We found that every LEA in our study at'some time has con;ucted an
inservice needs assessment, which has ranged from. a formal survey to less
formal practices such as bra1nstorm1ng or teachers persopnal requests to
oo their superv1sors. 'However, there was no c]ear ev1dence that the form of

' the needs assessment (T.e., formal or 1nforma1) had any direct impact on the
degree of relevance of 1nserv1ce tra1n1ng.

Parent training was mentioned in three sites as a target for inservice
training. Séssions were organized by special-education staff and parent
groups and were aimed at increasing parental awareness and know]edge
regarding special education. However, in genera] parent part1c1pat1on was
not exceptional (i.e., the same interested parepts came while the maJor1ty
did not part1c1pate) As a result of thws Tow turnout of parents, one
district pianned_to concentrate future parent training efforts at the school .
level, which m1gh% provide sessions more relevant to individual school needs
and therefore be perceived as more re]evant by individual parents. In
'add1t1on to 1oca1 efforts, one SEA added a new program consultant this year
to cogrdinate statew1de activities related to parent awareness, information,

and training, which may have an impact at the local 1gvel in the-future. -
4 P .

’ . : & a
About half of the LEAs used PL 94-142 funds to supplement staff -
development activities. For.example, one LEA continqeddto use PL 94-142 ,
: dollars to provide some 1nservice training for reguTar education staff.\‘As ,
v part of this effort to increase awareness among regular’educators, () -

pr1nci$a}s -and guidance counse]ors attended spec1a1 eﬁE?Et1on meetings such

S
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as those snonsore& by the Council for Exceptigpal Ch11dren, the SEA, and the
district. Finally, with anticipated cutbacks in PL 94-142 funds, one
district planned to decrease its inservicé tra1n1ng budget next year (at the
?eguest of the SEA) in order to use its PL 94-142 funds to preserve the

leve} of direct services to students.

- Unmet Needs in Inservice Training - .

3
-

As was true in past years, déspite improvements in the nature of
training prdvided, there continued to be a need for more inservice ‘
training. Unmet needs, as.noted by respondents, still included the
following: ‘

J

+ » MA'need for increased substantive training for both regular and
special education personnel regarding working with handicapped '
students (e.g., training on instructional strateg1es c]assroom
management, child identification).

« + A need for 1nfonnat1on on how to work with students who do not
qualify for special education services (e. g., the "slow learner")

. A need for a comprehensive. or1entat1on on PL 94-142 procedura]
requirements such as referrals, due process, and IEPs for those
groups that have not received any tra1n1ng regarding special -
education (primarily regular education teachers ‘and administrators$).

Changes in SEA Involvement in Personnel Development
In' the 1979-80 school year, we reported that states used various
mechanisms .(e.g., regional resource centers, state grants, 'requirements
that LEAs spend a percentage of their PL 94-142 flow-through funds on
inservice training) to implement their comprehensive systems of personnel
development. SEA-sponsored train?ﬁglwas general]y viewed by respondents in
most study sites to be of 1imifed utility because of its general pature
(1.e.,'topics were not reievant to the specific needs of individual LEAs,
and LEAs had* difficulty coordinating Wjth the SEA system). Little changed
. in 1980-81 in the majority of states wgth regar&\&c‘the mechani sms used
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statewide to implement p§?§6ﬁ351.development or in the frequéncy with which
LEAs topk’advantage-of SEA training. There were, however, two significani
exceptions,‘which are~de§Eribeg below. \ ’
g »' ,
Two SEAs, through changes in‘legislation and funding mechanisms{*
influenced the level or quality of inserwvice training in their LEAs this

Is

. past year. The first state inclyded the requirement in its new spec{a1

education legislation that LEAs provide inse;vice training to all regular
education teachers who serve special educdtion students. The regulations
state: L.
J
’ 'Each district, spec1a1 education services region, and county off1ce )
shall ensure that all regular classroom teachers who provide services
to individuals with exceptional needs receive the equivalent-of at

least one day of training each year relating to the needs of *such
individuals. .

< ' . ’ :
LEAs have responded both favorably and unfavorably fe.g., concerns about
planming and resource requirements) to the new regulation and have selected
promoted inservice modules at the school.level, district-level workshops and
speakers, and greater involvement of regular feachers in IEP neet1ngs It

‘ variou:dFaans to implement this training. For example, districts have

remains to be seen whether this additional training will increase the

; quality of LEA inservice training.

The other state made 1égis1ative changes this past year nét only in
pérsonne1' eve1opment requirements, but also in ‘how funds were allocated tQh'
th1s funct1on A new state law was passed that- requires educators to
rece1ve 15 haurs of 1nserv1ce credit each yeai\hn order to maintain their

) certiffcat\on This requ1red 1nsérv1ce training can involve local inservice

sessions, university courses, attend1ng state meetings, and so forth.
Additional funds were.allocated to LEAs to jmplement the new law. The SEA
also changed its allocation procedures for funds to fmp]gment the state's

[

4

.comprehensive system of personnel development. In 1979-80, SEA PL 94-142

,discretionary funds were allocated to regional service cemters for the
prov1910n ‘of 1nserv1ce training to LEAs. . In 1980-81, discretionary funds
. Were mere]y funne]ed through the regional centers, thus allowing LEAs

1

LI . L.
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to run thein own ,special education.inservicexiraining. The results of these
changes had been véry positive, according to LEA personnel in the study .
sites in this state. Because the SEA had allocated additional funds to the
LEAs to implement the new 1aw, the LEAs .were able to provide.lore inservice
training-than had been poss1b1e prev1ous1y In one LEA, for example,

special educat1on inservice was provided to regular education teachers for
the'flrst time. -‘Respondents in this same district generally felt that the
inservice training sessions were more pertinent and more cofvenient than the
regional serv1ce center's prior sessions. The 15- hoLr"reduirement a]i?
encouraged a greater 1eve1 of part1c1pat1on in specia¥ education inservice

sessions.*

€ ——up
s

There were some indications across the study s1tes that state-level
changes may affect the level of LEA inservice training in 1981-82. Eor
example one SEA whose system of staff development requires its LEAs to.
spend a certa1n percentage of their PL 94-142 f]ow-through fupds on
inservice tra1n1ng, planned to reduce this percentage from 10% to 5%, in
Aanticipation of federal cutbacks_in'RL 94-142 funding leveTs. . '

A\
‘Surmary S . ' ‘ ‘
4 ~
o .

~ . . . N ‘ i
The principal observations about changes in personnel, their rdéles, and
insérvice training during the 1980-81 school year were the following:

* - . -

&

-

. Conzgsjy to last- -year, there was limited' spec1a1 educat1on program
., expansion; therefore, few additional education personnel were hired
to staff new programs and to pnov1de re]ated services.,

-

[
- 7

-

[
N
* Attendance at inservice tra1n1ng is currently vc]untary in some LEAs
because of union contracts. The new-state law in essence makes inservice
mandatory; therefore, t®acher unions have been. work1ng to provide for v
additional teacher input into the‘g1nds of ¥nservice tra1n1ng offered to
meet the 15 hour requ1rement. ‘ ) .

* .
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* The number of bbundaryfgroséing.personnel, who are responsib]eaior
bridging the gap between regular and special educatfon, has , <
increased slightly through the development of new boundary-crossing
roles. These new roles were created primarily at™the secondary
Tevel to provide coordination between special ‘education.and
vocational edécation., C.
Other new role ’6r.funqtions were created this year to deal with '
"various’local nd\gutside factors, such as monitoring, court cases,
and concerns o iscipline of special education ‘students. .o e

The amount of inservice training did not change significantly in the
majority of study sites. However, several LEAs increased,or
decreased their level of special -education inservice training .
because of, local or state influences.

{ ’ T .
If inservice training is relevant to perceived needs and.interests
personnel will participate, but it was reported that other

incentives continue to be needed (e.g., pay, substitutes te covér .
classes, credit for personne]‘deveiopﬁEht). )
More co]]aboratiye!training initiatives (e.g., between special and

vocational education at the secondary level) were getting. under way, ¥ !{A\
"particularly in areas emphasizing Creer preparation for handicapped
individuals. '

Two SEAs were requiring or prdviding for more inservice training at
the local level. These changes were made through c?anges in
legislation and funding. ' :

1S . .
Needs in the area of inservice training remained the same as ‘last
year because, overall, few significant changes were made this past

* year. Training needs include more substantive training for regular .

and special education personnel who work with special education
students, increased orientation to special education and its
requirements for all regular education staff, and training for
regular education staff on how to deal with student problems not
under special education jurisdiction, such as slow learners and
behavior problems. . . e




IV SECONDARY LEYEL: PROGRAM OPTIONS GRADUATION
R REQUIREMENTS POSTSECONDARY OPPORTUNITIES
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In this finaf findings section we discuss changes at the high schoo] ‘
level and tssues re]ated to secondary students ~First we describe changes
in high school program options, particu]arly with regard to vocational

L opportunities for special education’students. Next, we discuss the impact
that* graduation requirements and minimal competency testing héig had at the .,
5 LEA Tevel this year. We then presént findings concerning the®ransition of . .

"handicapped students from high school to continuing education, emp]dyment
or postsecondary training, or to becoming clients of caretaking or other
L human- service agencies.

.
.
N . -
. -
.

-

High Schqdi‘Program Optiods C

A
. \ . . -

. “Last year, we found that although a wide range of program options
;' (e.q., ’resource rooms, self-contained special education classes, work-study
programs, regu]ar vocationa] education classes, vocational technicai
, centers) existed across the study sites, rarely did a comprehensive range of
Sl options-exist- within a given LEA. Moreover, we noted that the- nature of)a,
' - high school student 3 program was largely determined by the resources ' ) ,
\f\_ avai]ab]e\wﬁthin the LEA context, which varied substaﬁtia]]y across these :

sites. -« - ¢ 2 )

"t-' . ‘ R . / ‘%\ ; P

'_,’54 Aithough our f1ndings in 1980-81 were essentially the same, we did v
investigate in more depth the goals of secondary schools for different types
of handicapped students For the most part, the LEAs in the SRI study »

- ) be]ieved that their high school programs sﬂpuld prepare special education
students ;onacontinuing education; postsecondary training, or employment
AP ) .4 .o . \
S . 83 : i
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(including she]tered workshop settings for TMR and SMR students) A]though

> * six LEAs set the employability goai for a]] specia] education stydents, the C
' majority of the districts tended to be unc]ear about goa]s for SLD .

. students.. Generally, SLD programs had a mixture of.academic ‘and vocational
goais For example, in one 1ange district, some people thought that it-was
important to promote the "vocational route” for.SLD students, while others
thought that'parentaT expectations which could 1nc1ude co]]ege preparatory
‘work, should influence dec151ons about program optiohs to a greater extent

" . A special education director in another site commented about the 1ntent>of
high school: "By the, end of 12th grade, kids shou]d _have. a saleable skili,
even if they're going to college.” Finally, in a third dl/;r1ct where aboutf
90% of a11 high school students went on to 2- and 4-year colleges, most SLD

: students in the resource program were academically aqriented and did go on to
college. | , )
. r ot .

‘. Gene)a]iy, program Joals were clearer for the EMR-and the more seyerely
handicapped high school population than they were“Tor the SLD. population.
Goals for these students ref]ected an or1entation toward preparation for the ’
world of "'work and respons1b1e citizenry LEA and school-level personne] .
¢ expressed expectations that EMR students Should become prodUctive members

of spciety" and that the. major goal J? high schoo] for these, students was

"to‘make taxpayers, not taxtakers of thém." Finallys, for the more severeiy

!handicapped (TMR, SMR) students, LEAs tendedfto" focus on prevocational .‘

training, self-help skills, and independent living skills, and’to prepare )
high school students for emp]oyment within sheltered workshops or for.
postgraduation §Ervices from other humam serv1ce agencies Ai though, more®
severely handicapped students often remained in schooi until the maximum
legal Wge for leaving, there were few progratrmatic diff"erences for these

students between the ages of 18 and 21

“

AN

Overall, more program optiogF continlied t¢ ex1st for the upper range'of
) handicapped students primarily SLD, higher functioning EMR, and SED i’,f '
- students with soc1a11y ppropriate behavjor. A]thbugh Bhis year wersaw, '
three districts in which TMR and’SMR students were p]aced in high schoo]??
. with thefr age-appropriate peers, these se]f—contained settings were the

& Y s . - 84 :: - . .
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only Jprogram options for these students Moreover, in slightly over half of
the study sites, TMR and SMR students were served in ‘separate facilities,
rather than in pub]ic schools.

~
+

¢ 'As described in Section II, LEAs focused on filling service gaps-in
‘theirﬁsecondary-level p rog rams nisﬁiqst year. Changes in services to SLD
and SED- students were discussed in Sections 11 and I1I; efforts directed at
vocationa} education program gaps are presented below. ° '

A

( [y
Vocational Education Program Options

. ‘ |
‘ In over half of the LEAs visited, vocational education programmatic-
gaps were being addressed in 1980-81. While some districts expanded
services within their existing vocationa] education programs, other LEAs
focysed their efforts on Creating new or modified roles Qor procedures to
better coordinate vdcational education services“for spec1a1 education
students.* A few districts sought to improve the match between student
skills and the specific requirements of jobs within the local community, in’
order to help special education students become more competitive in the Jjob
market. Inﬂtome districts, regulan~vocationa1 education administrators who
' historically have operated separate]y f rom specnal education, facilytated
C;pec1a1 education administrators efforts this past year

Progran Changes ¢ o : .

. S
, Most of the changes in vocational education programs for special
education students this past year reiated to mildly handicapped students'

- Lt

(-
0ne -faCTor influencing these efforts in locally declining enro]]ment in
the. reguldr education population, which means that vocational program-
staff and others have time to devote to the special education population.

. 85
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(high functioning SLD and EMR, mild SED), often because the m11d1y handi -
capped popu]at1on represented the ‘1argest proportwon of the total special
education population in a district. As one LEA-special education coordi-
nator explained the district's strategy: "Our stra gy was, 'Here are most _

. of the kids in the most need--let's serve. them."‘" c o

One large d1str1ct added 16 spec1a1 educat1on vocat1ona1\educat1om’
classes in 1980:§1 pr1mar11y to serve mildly hand1capped students. Because
the LEA's vocational, educat1on department adm1n1sters all vocat1ona1 educa-
tion programs in the LEA, the special education department was nvolved
actively with the vocational educat1on department to p1an for this program
expansion. The district conducted a "job market ana]ysis" to 1dent1fy the
types of jobs ava11ab1e in the community. Profess1ona1s in the labor force
were interviewed to f1nd out which business areas were most likely to ﬁa;e
job opénings that cou]d be ‘filled by special educat1on students. ® (Through
such formal and informal networang, for example, local hotels agreed to.

. guarantee either pa1d or unpaid job placements). The program areas that
:were included this year were selected from a pool of'poss1b1e options by
applying the following criteria: - (1) that there were communrty jobs "
available in the vocational program area and (2) that- there was the
possibility of setting up training at the employers' sites. /As a,resﬁ]t

of ‘this job market analysis,..classes were designed to teach special
education students entry-]eve] skills in various fields, (e.g., c1erica1
cabinetmaking, food services, hote]/mote] services, conva]escent hosp1ta1s,
landscape maintenance).

N . : ‘

Increased cooperation, between LEA departments of vocat1ona1 education
.and special education fac111tated programmatic. change in another large urban
district. Vocational assessment and career counse]ing for special education
students were virtually nonexistent throughout this district. Students
genera]]y decided for themselves what vocational program options they.
wanted. However, to help address the need for better vgcatmona1 assess-
ments, two new vocational education pifot programs at the 10th-grade level
were begunyto 'work with special education students in home economics and
shop. In addition, one vocational technical center published a series

han N
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- of guidelines this past yea} to assist special education teachers in
advising their students about the various_ voéationa] brograms at the
center. These guide]ines provided profi]es of the genera], physical, and
specific attributes of "a potential student who w111q?ost Tikely comp]ete

each vocationa] course successfully." -
g . .

. Pragrammatic changes alsg occurred in three other sites. One distrfct
provided additional vocational training to higher‘ﬁgnction1ng EMR students
so that they could get Jogg in the areas for which they were training (e.g.,
welding, c]erica], custodial, auto mechanics). To further ass1st these
_students, the LEA h1 red a former EMR teacher to ac& as a job p]acement
specialist. Using 10% set-aside funding, another district started two new
programs, primarily for 9th-grade SLD and EMR students. One program was
aimed at career exploration to help children narrow their vocationaT choices.
before they reached high schoql; the other provided some skills training to
_ 9th-grade EMR students. Finally, the work-study program in a rural'district
expanded ‘stightly to 1nc1ude services for SLD and SED students, as well a&
fpr the trad1t1ona11y served EMR students. R

\ S

‘ ] .
" Changes in the Coordination of Vocational Educatﬁon §erv1ces

w

A few districts sought to improve the coordination of Yoéatipna]
“education services for special education students. For example, one LEA
implemented a new staff role this past year that had been' operating on a
pilot basis in Spring 1980 . The purpose of this new role, vocationa]ﬁ.
education coordinator, was “to open up more vocational education placements .
for spec1a1 education students. The coordinator worked ma1n1&,w1th EMR
students this first year, because they needed the most assistance in
part 1pat1ng in and benefiting from the regular vocational education
" classgs, Although student Selection was based on potent1a1 for success,"”
thus 11m1t1ng opportunities for some handicapped students the voecational
* education coordinator reported that he had 1ncreased “his case]oad from 18
students in Spring 1980 to 36 students this past year.

- ~ 87 -
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» Another district adapted a role (vocational ‘advisor) that had provided
_ informdtion coordination between vocationa1 and special education to now . -

N provide a more formalized codrdination mechan1sm. The vocational advisors
\found job S1tes for high school spec1a1 educat1on students,”followed up on
student work performance, provide career counse11ng.for individual students,
and ‘coordinated mainstreaming activities, espec1a11y those 1nvo1v1ng

- vocational training classes. Although this LE@ already had a sophisticated
vocational assessment center that tested all special education studeuts at, 3

‘ age 16, the assessment réesults were not af@ayS'used optiua]]y; This past ) .
year, the vocatiopa] advisors made certain that the vocational assessment
inforhation was integrated with other data when decisions were made about
job placemeqt. An increase in the number of special education students in
the regu1arQ;Btationa1 training classes was attributed to this successfuk
““boundary crosser™ role, as well as to the impact of declining euro11ment on
vocat1ona1 educatign (1. j" vocat1ona1 educat1on needs students to keep .

"\

teachers and programs) , € ,/

A .
[

. Match Between Student Skills and Local Job Market /

-

z .
Earlier in this subsectlon we desck1bed how one "LEA used a. JOb market
ana1ys1s approach in p1ann1ng to better match the skills of the d1str1ct s
special educatioq stulents with the needs of the local job market. Here we ¥
present examples of %uch efforts in at least from four other LEAs. Last .. .
year we described one LEA's vocatignal technical center and noted a variety
of local cpntextual factors (e. g., heavy industry, good school=community-
business i£1at1ons) that contr1buted to the success of the center's voca-
¥  tional education program. Th1s past year, this district further refined
its program through the use of a T1t1e IV C grant. The district conducted
a $urvey of local emp]oyers to chpck out available JObS and to match spec1a1'
educat1on students' skills and interests with these‘Jobs. Changes fn the >,
votational training program will be made in 1981-82 to reflect single-skill
training to a greater extent; that is, the cuoricu1um will be broken down
*  into more specjfic skills ‘within each program area.

* . . : - -
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The match between student sk11}s and JObS available 1oca11y was also’ of
concern in another LEA. Although more spec1a1 education students’ had been -
enrolled in the vocational téchnical center during the past 3 years ‘there

\ td been no successful placement of these students 1n employment related to.
their vocational/technical training. Although about 80% of students found
‘some kind of postsecondary employmerit, district administrators: quest1oned
~ what criteria shoUld be used to measure program success for special educa-
"7+ tion.students. For example, some students in the auto mechanics program
cou]d perform individual -tasks Tike tire mounting, but could not complete - *
all of the other program area requirements. .
' Although no Idping so for the first time,-jn 1980-81, vocatioral tech-
nical centers int\t 1east-two other districts attempted to better match,
+ “student sk11}s w1th local jab markets by ‘using competency-based curr1cu1a
that spec1fy requ1red entry-level JOb skills within each programmatic area. -
In one district, the curriculum for each program was broken down into speci-
fic skills, which were then organized, into "1earn1ng pacis."” Th1s approach '
' permitted a student to work on spec1f1c sk1lls individually, at his or her 1Y o
’ own pace, guided by detailed 1nstruct1ons in a packét of mater1a1 on that ¢
§k111 The curriculum could be mod1f1ed for spec1a1 education 'students so
that they could comp]ete only part of the.total competencies, if. -necessary..
v Vocational educators noted that students had @ record of the specific compe-
tencies they had "demonstrated within each program; thus, employers can
'Elearly assess graduates' entry-level job'skills.

Finally, in one other district, located in an. urban area, the majority

> (ofbhandicapped students probably leave the public schools withdut appro-
priate vocational training or work-related skills. However, students.who .
par£§e1pated in programs’-at two vocational sgills centers had the most

- appropriate training agailable to them. The centers provided training %n
" "vocational clusters” (e. 9-s cosmetology), which broke down skills into . o
\spec1f1c compétencies re]ated to, specific Job-entny skills. Thus "two .
students in_the same vocational cluster could progress at theﬁr 1nd1v1dua1 )
rates and achieve different levels of job skills -fe.g.,.shampoo person vs.
. ) ' beaut1c1an). A computerized systeu kept track of what‘each sﬂ!@ent had .

. . / ! .. » 89
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mastered and students Ieft the program with a cert1f1cate of. ach1q.'ment
listing these'competencies.

-t . N . ) ]
o \ o o N
Rema1n1ng//~a11enges in: Vocational Educat1on . ': "
for Speé1a1 Education Students’ | ‘ . PR
9'. - 7 . - /

Despite LEA attention to vocationa] education gaﬁs for special edgha—

tionrstudentsﬁ&n1s past year, problems rema1ned in the secondary progr
matiglgwea terms ‘of program options, it rema1ned true in 1980-81 that
work- exper1ence/work study programs (emphas1zing work- readiness skills and
on-the-job experience) most often served EMR students and sometimes SLD

and SED students.: Regular vocational education classes within comp rehensive
high schools and tional technical centers, designed to offer specialized
. vocationa1 or career training (e.g., auto mechan1;§‘ building tra'!s,,t
cosmetology, small engjne repair, child care), contTnued, in general;

be geared to the u er ‘range of special educat1on students (mild SLD and
SED, and a limited n@mber of higher functioning EMR students).

" g .'

Although over haIf of the LEAs we observed were trying to 1mp;bve com-

ponents ¢f their vocational education service de]ivery systems this past
year to better accommodate special edugat1on students, rarely did all of the
system“components 1ink together smoothly ‘as yet. The various components can
be surmmarized as'follomsf -

Vocational assessment, career-counseling, and vocational placement

;1cation and support services

yyation tedchews

. Job blacement/trans{t}on to the world of work.

\'Although some LEAs addressed v9¢at1ona1 assessment\and career counsel- -

ing this past year, they remained weak areas at the majority of thé study
sites. Decisions ahout vocational placement ‘often were made on the basis of
teacher recommendation or student desire. For example, in gne LEA, EMR

b
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students just.selected the c]éifes they gantqufrom a list of Yocational -
education classes. : :

J . . ’
- \ N

Last yeér, we reported‘tha, we found increasing attempts to adapt
vocational training programs;t handicapped students and to reduce teachers'

- resistance to thé inclusion. of ecial education'students. This year, we

+ found that curriculum acommodatjpnsqﬁn equipment modifications and support
'services for specia] education students ,tended to ‘occur most often-at

“and EMR students) on the vocational technical center’'s staff to teach
.academic classes and to provide support to regular vocational education

I3

vocational technical centers. Fordexample, vocational centers,in_at least

five districts had such services, as follows.

A}
- ¢

In one large LEA, tpeie were special education teachers (for SLD, SED,

peacﬁers (e.g.,-test accpmmodations). .In addition, a special léarﬂing .
center, staffed by teachers and aides, was available to provide individually
tailored programs for spggia?neducatiod students. Another ldrge district

had a special.education coordinator and aides to support special education
studentséﬁn its yocational skills centers. In yet another LEA, reading and
math*labs were available at the area vocasional school for both regular and
special education students who needed assistance. Finally, two other dis-
tricts in two.states had resourcé'personne] available at their vocational
technical centers to give sﬁpport to special edycatibn students. However,

as described in Exhibits IV-1 and IV-2, these centers offered an interesting .
contrast in tems of how the various components of the vocational traininé
operated.

Finally, a systematic job p]acemeﬁt component of the transition to the *
world of work wai lacking 1n'sévera1 LEAs . Special eduEation students often.
continued in the same jobs thgt they had during high scfool. In @ost cases, -
these-were relatively lTow-level jobs (i.e., fast food service, etc.),

.
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The findings regarding availability of vocational education program

options during the 1980-81 school year are as'fo]iows:

P
. . High schools perceived goals for spec1a1 education students to ] ‘
- include preparatioﬁ foe»continuing‘edUsatldn, postsdcondary train- . e
ing, or employment. The employability goal was ngest for EMR
and more severely handicapped students. Goals for SLD students
were often unclear. r~ ~ .. ¢

¥ . The maJority of the LEAs addressed some of the gaps in vocational-
¢ education programs for handicapped students. New-collaborative
efforts between regular votational education and special education
systems were observed this year. \

Despite progress, rarely did aiﬁ components of the vocational
education system 1ink together smoothly to serve special education .
) students. Unmet needs existed in such areas as vocational assess- :
’ ment, career counseling, curriculum or equipment modificatiqn, . »
) training of vocational education teachers, and job placement . .
services.
,’{ v "

W

Graduatjon Requirements ‘and Minima] Competency Testing (MCT) ) .
D . )

Since the passage of PL 94-142, secondary special education®programming
has been through a major reassessment. This reassessment has required some
districts and.schpols to define functiona] ‘competency needs for different - s
handicapped poputations and to match these needs to secondary special educa-
.tion curricula. A parallel development in qgguiar education was occurring.

with the minimal competency testing (MCT) movement. " These. efforts at defin-
ing minimal competencies and developing testing materials were directed at

. all students, without regard to.individual variability. H;%h the passage of
legislation mandating individugiized prdgramming for handicapped students,
however, homogeneity in graduation expectations and testing requirements had
to be reconsidered. Issues that affect the development of MCT po]icy for
the handicapped at both state and local 1eve1s include: deve]opment of
special minimal competency tests, setting of differential standards, modifi-
cation of testing practices, and‘creation of alternatives to the awarding of
regular high school diplomas. - ’ v
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.,‘: L Exhibit IV-]

R 54",‘ ,
e VOCATIONAL TECHNICAL CENTER: EXAMPLE 1

* I

‘e
-

L]

Pl )

‘At oné :site, the regional vocational tecbnical center
represented an effective resource for special education
students within -its 16 -member districts. Although locaily
declining enroliment may have encouraged this center to accept
more special education students, the director of the center
appeared committed to serving these students and had provided
various support services to facilitate.successful career
training experiences for special students. Coordination
-between the gcenter dnd.the members of the feeder h1gh school .
districts impreved over the past year. For example, a new form
was deve]ope&’for LEA use so that the special needs of each
student were cIearIy identified to the vocational technical ,
_center staff.

A .

AIT new special education students had to go through the
;center's vocational assessment lab, which used a.variety of
tests and -evaluation systems [e.g., Singer materials, VALPAR,

. Jewish EmpToywment Vocational System (JEVS)]. This policy,

" implemerited for the first time this past year; was instituted
because center personnel had found that "special education
kids' needs weren't-being met." Assessment results, as well as
infonnatiqn from the feeder high school districts, were used in,
making vocational program placement decisions. A special.

. education’ reséurce person met with each vocational teacher at

" the beginning of the school year to discuss the special needs
of handicdpped students and to suggest strategies the vocation-
al teachers mjght use with their students. Vocational instruc-
tors were'released forl day to work on individual vocational
plans (IVPs) for each bandicapped student. A copy of the
completed IVR was then sent to the home LEA for its use.




~ ainto specific skills and permitted regular and special educa-’
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 Exhibit*IV-1 (concluded) :
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.~ The competenéy—baseq curriculum broke down each program

tion. students to work individually at-their own pace. The
special education. resoyrce -person was available to work with
vocational imstructors in making necessary curriculum or
equipment modifications (e.g., getting modified gguipment for
physically handicapped stydents in welding classeS). She and
her aide were also availdble throughout the year to give oral
tests, tape reading material, and provide other assistance to ol
,special education students. : . .

" Three days a week, a state job service counselor was at’

e center to work with the special education resource person
ik helping students with job placement. During the 1980-81
school year, all of the senjors were scheduled to go through
the job service office to register for full-time and part-time
employment openings. In an.area.with a 9% unemployment rate,
"75% to 80% of last year's special and regular education
graduates were now employed. In praising th& effectiveness of -
the regional vocational technic&l center program, the work
experience coordinator from one high school commented that a
number of special educatfon students who were now seniors -
(primarily SED) had been eligible for graduation in 1979-80 but 7
had stayed in -school for a 5th year so that they could finish
their training at the center. .

| A8




Exhibit IV-2

VOCATIONAL TECHN‘ CENTER: EXAMPLE 2

[ 8

-

provided 'a special program dnd some support services (in a

. resource center) available special education students. '
Students could receive tutoring and special help in the resource
center. In addition, the head of the resource center could work *
with the vocational instructors to suggest course modifications
for individual students; “for example, students could be given

only oral instructions and tests, or students might be able to
cover all the curriculum units but stop at capacity on each unit.

. . : P
In another site, the a%za-vocational technical center
n

In general, it was difficult for special education students
to be accepted into the:vocational tdchnical center. Center
staff stated that the center "generally gives the kids a chance
to come here," that they don't "turn anyone away." However,
relatively few special education students attended the center,
for various reasons. There was no yocational assessment per se
at the feeder high school or the center; it was up'to ‘the
individual student to ‘decide which vocational option he or she
would pursue. Thus, students did not necessarily-end up in
appropriate options. .

Special education students also‘ generally found it "hard to
survive" at the votational ‘technical center. For example, the
mainstreaming experiences for the EMR students had not generally
worked out. An administrator of the vocational center had the
attitude that "most” programs were too hazardous for EMR
studqnts.‘ Although some teachers were quite willing to adapt
their courses, others were reluctant to make modifications.

Part of the-reason that it was difficult to modify classes to
accommodate students with special needs was that most of the
vocatfonal teachers had not been trained to deal with

exceptional children. Finally, poor coordination between the
feeder hjgh schaol and the vocational technical center added to »
the problems of special education students.
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Two factors were investigated this. past year as possible influences on
special education programming at the, secondary level: graduation require- °

\\\ments and minimal competency testing criteria. The impact of these factors

¥

. on secondary special education students in our study sites in 1980- 8] is
described below. A

{

»
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InfTuence of High School Graduation Requ)rements ’
on Special Education -Students
«‘ 7 ¥

Secondary school curricula traditiona]]y include subjeét-oriented con-
tent areas such as science, math, and social studies. To qualify for a
dipkpma a student genera]]y must complete or accumu]ate a specified number
of graduation credits. Depending on the typa of handicap and the special
education program, wg'found that a special education udent‘may or may not '
be required to pass standard graduation requi rements. Differentiai stand-
ards were. part1cu1ar1§ prevalent in sites that had instituted competency
Eest requi rements, as part /of their graduation standards .

\/c. . N

Ten of the 16 LEAs in our stydy did not have MCT criteria as part-of
their‘graduatibn standards; rather, students were expected only to meet
certain unit or course requirements. Jn these districts special education
studénts might graduate by -meeting either Ihe same standards as regular »
students (low-level courses that are considered "substitutional" and fulfill
the required graduatidn credits)l Jower standards (e.g., fewer credits), or
different standards'(e g., méeting IEP goals). A special education student
who met his or her prescribed standard, might receive a regular diploma, a
special dip]oma a certificate of completion, a specia],piece of paper," *-
or some other document. The line bqﬁ%@en receipt of a regular diploma and.
receipt of sSme other symbo],of graduation usually was drawn. bemwéen the

- mildly and severely handicapped students \

/.

In six LEAs studied, graduation was contingent on course requirements
and passage of a minimal competency test, The MCT requi rement was mandatory
for regular edufation students but permissive for special education students.
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' Four,of the six sites decided that the IEP team would determine graduat1on
.. - requwrements on an individual basis. The feeling was that legal mandates

\ ) requ1red that dec1s1ons regarding-special education students be made igdi-
_' , ‘;;Eua11y rather than on a group bas1s. As one special educat1on director
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ﬁged when asked \about, the effect of m1n1ma1 competency tests on spec1a1
rqeducatjon students:

-

You can't require all special education students to take tiie
1 o tests, and you can't excse all of them. You have to decide on
a case-by-case bas1s and document adaptations, if necessary.

1

.

. . These differential standards could includé such th1ngs as use of IEP goals,
special tests, lower passtng scores on the MCT, and test accommodations.
. - / /' ’ - S
. .The other two LEAs allowed tes{ modifications for specia]{gducation
students, but students who failed the competency test were not awarded a
regular diploma. It wasy therefore, possible for specta)l education students
ih sites with a competency test requirement to receive a regu{ar d1p1oma
but the alternatives for students who did not meet graduat1on standards
« seemed to be more restr1cted than in the s1tesTwithout MCT criteria. bf the
six sites with competency tes$ing requirements, three LEAS had tn% _option
of 1ssu1ng speo1a1 educat1on diplomas, while the other three m1gh ive |
Qec1a1 education students nothing at all. "One of these*latter LEAs was
<(:onsider1ng providing specia1<educatiqn students with a skills matrix that

would delineate skills a student did or did not have.*

A}

ad -

¥
(- ) : Whether or not combetency testing was a graduation requirement' the
1ssu1ng of different forms of diploma in some cases was not at the-discCre-
tidn of .individual LEAs; In two states, state laws spec1f1ed or restricted
the types of diplomas that could be idsued. In one state, statg%

’ oy - . 1
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The other 2 LEAs were not planning to deny special .1education students
some form of a diploma this past year because it was felt that more time
"was needed to determine graduation standards for these students.”
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pnliqy-required that all students (regular apd sbecia1 education) receive
the sgme diploma. In another state, it was degtermined that ape issuing of
certificates of completion was illegal. ‘ﬁ4!'{

Acceptable forms of graduation symbo T, EOupled with graduatian ?equire;
ments like minimal competeficy testing or’bnbvisions for differential stand-
ards can influence the number of special education students who graduate
from high schoo1 A number-of LEAs were particularly struggling with the
question of d1fferent1a{ st dards. ."School personne}~1n one district who
were in the process of to set fa1r differential standards with1n the
constraints set by the state g;. no cert1f1cates of cpmp]et1on) K,/;%>
commented: . \ \

) N’ . , ’

The philosophy of the school .is that differential standards are,

not OK, but a certificate of completion is. Since [a certificate]

is not legal now, we're reluétantly modifying our position abdut

differential standards in competencies, dits, modes...[One] can
have differential standards, but there has be’a standanrd.

- (" ’

é . ’ - - -
Whereas some respondents considered .competency tests a barrier to gradifation
for specia1 education students, other respondents saw differential standards
to be a means for special edycation stulients to continue to graduwge and, in

‘some cases, receive a regular diploma for the finst timet

¢
%
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Effects of Minimal Competency Jesting on Sbecia1 Education. Students

. The minimal competencx_@pvement began in the early 1970s &s a resu1t
of growing. puinc concern that the U.S. education system was fai]ing to

"graduate functionally literate individuals. The public questioned not only
the 1ea§ping expectations for a student t6 receive a “high scho¥t diploma,
but also the ongoing evaluation process for students-attaining basic
educational skills from elementary through high school. Thig .concern has
resu]ted in a national- reassessment of the educationa] goals\of public )

: education. 0ne of the more controversia] paths that this reassessment has

" taken inyo]ves‘the use of competency tests.
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Three of the states in our study are using competency tests as a
gradugtign r!ﬁ irément; two other states are permissive on this réquirement;
" . and one state plan to institute MCT as a graduation requirementﬁin the
1982-83 school year. As discussed above, we found that competency tests
can affect graduation standards; however, of greater concern were the
effects such tests might have on special educatign student programming.

There are arguments that trytng to meet or adapt traditiopdl secondary
schoo] graduation requirements for spec1a1 education students may not
fac111tate individual, career deve]opment for many handicapped chiddren,
because the traditional secondary schoo] curricula and the skills/ .
competenc1es needed by many handicapped students remain disparate. Other )

{i arguments have arisen over thé limitation of postsecondary opportunities for
special education students if they are denied diplomas because of competency
tests, the validity of competehCJ tests;’ the legality of dual draduation
criteria for special and regu1)r education students, and other such issues.
Many of these issues have arisen at the sfudyfs1tes The perce1ved, as well
as actual, impacts of MCT, as v1ewed by respondents, are descr1bed be]ow

g /

¥

Impact of MCT on Curricula ol

Points of v{ew differed on~theeeffect MCT has had or will have on the
curricula for special education students. Some respondents felt that
curricula had become less flexible (as b hing only MCT objectives or
basic skills, curricula-having no re]ation>fb_ nctional skills). For
exahp]e, a special education director who was worried that4the district's
minimal competency requirements might Timit skills training asked: "Do we
want R kid to get a joh or‘get a.diploma? We.can't do both." Others saw
curriculum improvements as a rest m1ninl@1 competency standards:
Teachers in one d1str1ct fe]t"thgt the district's minimal competency
standards had he1ped to target skills deve]opment (e.g., the tests are
cr1ter1on referenced which aids in determ1n1ng the level of remediation
needed) and that the practical skill orientation of the test had enriched
both the special and regular education cugricula. In another tEA using

1\
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*competency testing, the district was developing an adaptive criterion-
referenced curriculum for EMR and.lower functioning SLD studentseto' assure
some” sort of standardization in course content across the districts« In
addition, it was hoped that the adaptive curriculum would provide an
alternative route so that spec1a1 education students, whoﬂpow received oniy

speciai dipiomas," might receive regular dipiomas 1i\they met certain

. cr1teria o~

4 2 L3

r

Other concerns invoived the problems of teachers -teaching to the test

and possibiy ignoring 1ndividua1 needs. We found that less indiv1duaii-
zation might not be a problem, however, if the sk111s outlined in the
competency test were compatibie with special ‘education program skiiis and

- were tied to IEP-goals. Thus, it appeared' that the point of view of respon- ,
dents was based on whether or not they perceived the MCT goais in their )
district to be appropriate: if the goais estabifshed were appropriate, then
competéncy tests could be beneficial; if inappropriate, they could have

adverse‘effects on special education students. —
IS ‘ T ‘

-

]

~

Impact of MCT on Length of Stay in School //C" ‘ C oy

Another concern involved the possibility that special education stu\\\~
dents would drop out at an increased rate if they saw no opportunity for
passfng the MCT and, therefore, of earning a dipioma In a $mall rural
LEA,’ respondents told us that one of the big incentives for special educa-
tion students to- stay in school was the opportunity to earn a high school
diploma; byt the test that this state plans to use is very academically
oriented, and even the mildly impaired may have difficulty passing. ,This s 0
concern may be alleviated if the LEA is able to use differentiai standards
or if__a system of remediation is built into the MCT program In anothegm,
site, which has an early identification and remediation system as a compon=
ent of the statew s minimal comptency standards, MCT Has become a screening

7
4
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device for defect?ng'1earning prob1éms in time to provide remediation, 50

that few stydents would fail to receive a diploma in 1981.%
I

-

In contrast to concerns over increased dropdhfs,.some Yespoqﬁ;nfs fg%t
. that“competency tests would require LEAs to provide services to students for
) adgitiona1 year§ until théy could finally graduate with_a'aip1oma. In tonB
LEA: with MCT regufrements, district bersdnne1;séw no f;end in this direcs/ -
tion because, as they commentéf, opportunit%es hdd a1ways'béen avai1ab1g//
for students to get a diplona through adult education. On ihe other hand,
- - thg lTegislatures in both states .where these LEAs are 1ogated.réqu{red their
disgr%cts to provide a_"13th year" o?‘imstruction to stddents”who fail the
MCT in their senior year.

1<)
‘Impact of MCT on Special Education Enrollment

Several respondents were concerned that regular education students who
might fail the -competency tests would try to get into special education, in
order to benefit from the différentiaT standards allowed by some districts

Vs (primarily for$orderline SLD“studepts). The fear that special educa&jon
would become a "dumping ground" because of minimal competency testing was
. addressed b} one LEA, which established MCT criteria for special education
) students comparable to those for regular edueatipn students. - These differ-
. ential standards included passing a "spe ial" MCT for handicapped students
~ having difficulty with the regular profici test. This’%pecia1 test

included the same skills as the regular test, but used.simp1er language and

was more "practical."” ‘
i . | ~
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*The provision of remediap%ggéilgyéggkgzh put a financial“burden on LEAs

without SEA support. Two in the longitudinal study have or are
considering providing additionat: funds for remedial classes. These funds

cover expenses for regular education students but not added expenses for
remediation effo¥ts for special education students. )
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mpact of MCT on Postsecondary Opportunities ~ =

A major concern of respondents revkoed around the impact that compe-
tency testing will have on- postsecondary employment and educational oppor-
tunities for special,education students, particularly if they are denied
regular diplomas. There were mixed reactions regarding the question of

L employment opportunities if handicapped students are -given special diplomas;
~certificates of completion or no diplomas on the basis of proficiency
-requirements.. One special education director in ;ismall community expréssed
‘concern about future state MCT standards g

\

If we can't give degrees to these [special education] kids
because they can't do fractions, then these companies whose
personnel policies are made in New York, can't hire people
without diplomas--and EMR kids are some of their best workers.

An assistantfﬂrincipal in another LEA felt that the number of students
- returning to school to earn the general education diploma (GED) was an

indication that employers value a diploma.

# \

On the other‘hand, other respondents saw no direct’relationship between
the attainment of a diploma and future employability, for a variety of
_reasons: (1) many special, education students (primarily EMR) continued with
the jobs that they obtained in high school, (2) many employers didn't ask
whether students had a diploma (employers asked about the highest grade
completed), and (3) students who received a special education diploma could-
be considered "graduated" if the question was,agked by employers (although
certificates of completion might be. andther stqry). In addition, with
increasing public awareness of competency testing, personnel requ1rements on
job applications may change to refloct the different meanings of "graduate !

’ v

- “ . Some respondents felt that postsecondary educational opportunities may

be 1imited~for special education students who do not receive a regular
diploma because of MCT requirements. Others saw few problems in this area,
for several reasons . '
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. In two LEAs, changes in graduation requireMentsxa§ a result of MCT
_ have created the opportunity for special education students to earn

a regular diploma for the first time. -
¢ . .
. Participation in adult education does not requiré a diploma and, as
* pointed out earlier, provides an avenue 'to earn thk equivalent of a
diploma if needed for additional vocational training or college

entrance. L .

-
- .

\
\
\
\
For admission to some college programs, there are probably-greater ’
obstacles than lack of a diploma for special education.students // N
{i.e., ‘passage of entrance exams). .

A ~4n .A . -
Legal Impacts 6f MCT i o : ’ .

In sites where minimal competency testfng'isua graduation’reqqirement,
. sS\EEA personnel were concerned abqut the social and legal consequeiﬁes of
denying students diégomas. As one special education director i;atedi "We
ape caught between the student's desire for a_diploma and-the public's .
désire for the diploma to mean something." The points of contention seemed . ‘{_
o be the degree to which graduation standards shodﬁd be different for
special e@ucation students, as well as the amount of :time given to students
t&ﬁprepare for the test. . o ( %

A

) a
A speciai education coordinator in oﬁe large LEA expressed sdme concern -
that if students failed the state competency tést, there might be some
due process ramificétions: "Lawsuits may‘result because there may .not be -
énough remediation given or preparation for the test." This concern was
justifiable; two states in our study already have been involved in bearings
on this subject. In-I11inois, an SEA administrative panel found “that )
one of its LEAs had violated the rights of 12 handicapped students by
4 "unreasonably” requiring them to pass.a competency test in order to receive
a high school d }aégh The panel based jts decision on-the fact that there
,hah not been t dequafieand %imely notice that the competency test would be a

L

. * - prerequisite for the ceipt of a diploma."* In Florida, as a result of the
— ’ . ) ) ’
£3 s ’
Education Daily, May 15, 1981.+ _ ¢ 3
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Debra P. v; TurJingtbn‘court case, the .SEA was required to give a lead time
of 4 to 6 years for students to pass the functional literacy test as part of
the state's graduation requi rement. Although fhis/second case pertained to
minority students who were 1n segregated schools and had not been taught
requisite skills contained in the literacy test, it seems quite 1ikely that
the same type of%argument can be applied ™ handicapped students (e.g.,
where special tests. or new special education curricuia have recently been
created, or where opportunities to participate in reguiar education have
only recentiy been avaiiabie) C . ‘

[}

e N . "
The problem of djfferential standards.also raises the prbbiem of dual

standards, i.e., when regular education students are denied a diploma but
.special education students are not because of laws suppprting thearights

of the handicapped that require individua} standards. Some SEAs have

’ interpreted Section 504 and PL 94-142 reduirehents as legally binding the
districts and states to prijde handicapped students and regular education
students with the same benefits, which include the right to a"diploma. ﬁor

example, in one state in our.study, draft regulations on diplomas and S

grading state: ) ' -

-

As long as handicapped students have successfully compieted all

requi rements for graduation as outlined by their IEP teams or

regular classes ffollowing the State Board of Education guide-
~* Tlines for high%school graduation), they cannot-be denied )
® gradyation or given inferior diphOmas . .«

ki

"On the other hand,, the court case and state panel. decision cited ap0ve did
not deny the right of‘LEAs or SEAs to impose MCT procedures as part of .
graduation requirements. The general interpretation of federal mandates
on behalf of the handicapped chiidren in these two cases appears to-be that™
handicapped students are entitied to equal opportunities to attain benefits,

: bt they dg‘not have a constitutional or statutony right to receive academic

,credit or a'high school dipﬁsﬁa However, ‘thése interpretations are cur-*
reritly peing .que,stioned threugh other court action. <
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Other legal concerns expressed by respondents 6;er use of competency

" tests included those of test validity and inconsistencies‘of graduation

requi rements among'scﬁbo] districts within a state. This brnb]em was parti-
cularly acute in states that allow'local discretion in setting graduation
stapdards (i.e., where competency testing is a penniSsiveirequirement) and
in selecting proficiency standards (e.g., developing local tests, empha-
sizing different ski]]s,“?éffing 3uccess criteria). -

N

v

Unresolved MCT Issues - J

s

Many issues remain unresolved inlthe development and imp]emeh:ation of*
MCT programs. For both régu]ar and special education students, MCT prog?%ms“
require a reconsideration of the significance of the high school diﬁ]oma'and'
the walidity of tests in setting educational competency standards defined as
minimal. If proficiency tests are to be used for graduation requirements,
such ‘tests present particular concerns for handicapped student populations.
Some of the major policy issues surrounding the implementation of .-MCT pro-
grams for handicapped students include=the fb]]bw?ggf: *

S xr ‘ .
. Inclusion or exclusion of spec1f1t hand1capped populations in
minimal competency testing. .

Development and accessibility of apbropriate tests for the
handicapped. Q;_,

*Skills to be assessed by the comg,jency test (e.g., academic,
functional "life" skills). A
Remediation or supplementary instruction available and financial
support prov1ded for this add1t1ona1 instruction.

Alternative -graduation (d1fferent1a1) standards and award1ng of
diplomas or certifacates of comp]et1on ) )

-~
" .

L

For add1t10na1 infonnation on po]icy issyds raised by minimal ¢ fpmpetency @&
programs, see SRI's technical assjstance guide, "Minimal Compete
Testing and Special Education Studehts !

ncy
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.. Determining locus -of control for MCT p y (i.e., settin? MCT - .
criteria and test development at the statg@ or Toca) level).

-

-

Summa

.
3 . . - -

ﬂThleindings during 1980-81 regarding the effect of graduatign require- .
ments and minimal competency tesiing on special education students are
summarized as follows: ) )

- The handicapped students who were hardest hit by MCT requirements
were the mildly handicapped, who generally were expected to meet the
same graduation requirements as regular students (although few were
failing to graduate in 1981). This situation was particularly
characteristic of districts where these special educatiod students
had always received regular diplomas in the past.

- A major policy consequence of including the handicapped iff -
competency testing has been the establishment of differential’
graduation criteria (standards) because students with learning )
problems may not be able tqo_meét the r%;ﬂﬁred proficiency standards., ;

&
« In some cases, IEPs were being used.at the local level to determine
". graduation readiness and to set differential standardss .While i
_still providing special education students the right to take regular
competency tests, the use of IEP criteria togset differential .
standards for graduation has becbme'a workab policy alternative.
Policy, .in general, remains flexible and may change as competency
testing becomes fu11y‘;nst1tutiona1ized. )

.~ The use of differential gpandards for graduation of handicapped
students creates the problem of dual standards. LEAs are concerned
about the possible backlash from parents of regutatv education
students and the legal ramifications of applying proficiency
standards 'to handicapped students.(e.g., denial of diploma, test
validity, equal opportunity issues). )

- . .

™~ ) . ,Q

Postsecondary Opportunities.for Special Education Students . ¥
- L) .

This past year, for the first time in this study, we inquired abodf

- goals and programs for the 18- to 21-year-ofd handicapped population, and

exp1ored the actual- postsecondary dptions\for special education students
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after they graduate or leave scho;??i We(also tried to assess the
transition process to the’ "real world" to see whether it and the options
available in the community had any imbact on where special education
students go or what they do after they leave high school. We found that
school systems do not geperally include posfﬁiaduat1on opportunities in f
their doma1n of cogg%rn nor does any other™ agency think in tems of '
age-defined groups. Rather, these students fall ‘into one or more of four
options after high school: continling educatjon (e.g., college, adult \
or further vocationai‘training, clients of caretaking
agencies (e.g., welfare, group homes), or "other"

education)s employ @
or other human servise
(e.g. 3’military, at ho
degree of self-suff1c1ency or 1ndependent living that they attain depends
not on1y on their capabilities and preparation, but also on the social
institutions and other local resources for handicapped people.

LN

"

In the mqaor1ty of thef§fudy sites, respondents indicated that after
high school most mildly hand1capped students a "assimilated. into the
ma1nstream to either sink or swim." The widest range of postsecondary
opportunit1es exists for the hfgher functioning SLD students who were in

« resource programs while in high sckool. We were told that these students
tend to enter the job market directly, Jo1n the military services, pursue
- postsecondary training, ‘or continue their educations at commun1ty colleges

or prﬁvate coIIeges.

‘ :55; fgndings are discussed in greater detail below. It should be
pointéd out, however, that LEAs typically generate 1ittte hard data on
studgn; folloy- -up; therefore, our f1nd1ngs are based mainly on the impres-
sions Hf LEA personnel.

x

]

*PL 94-142 reqyires LEAs to provide servicesh;b 'special education students
s
1

r 21st year'unless contrary to te law. As described previ-

ost handicapped students graduate ov leave high school around 18

yegrs of age. The severely handicapped, however,' jre more likely to stay
school until a later age. ) .
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e; corrections system, "on %‘the street"). Again, the



/

, about 4 years. This effﬂrt was designed not on]y to identify colleges w1th '

»

‘were_full; thus, community college administrators were not eager to adver-
" tise their programs for fear that new demands would exceed their service-

Cohtinuing Education

t P \

_ In at least nine sites, support services for handicapped students, -
particularly SLD students, were available at local communjty colleges.*
However, because of the lack of formal linkages petween the schogl districts

"and the community colleges, few'high school students were aware of what was
‘available at the community collége level. In éomejgases, where colleges had

already developed such support services over the last few years, programs

5

delivery cababi]ities. However, in one site, where the comhunity college
was in the process of building a new support program, the college specia]iét
for the d1sab1ed h1re¥ an SLD spec1a11st to prov1de direct services and to
1nform LEAs about the ava11ab111ty of services.

#

¥
L

-

A]though most LEAs did not actively help SLD students trans1t1on-to
college, we. did see an example of how a district can provide assistance. In
one state, where community colleges were Jyst beginning to “address special -
needs of handicapped students, we found a local high school distritt, com-
mitted to helping its SLD students find appropriaie 2-.or ﬁ;year}co11ege :
programs. In this LEA, located in an affluent community, many SLD students
enter college because gf'high parent expectations. The high school guidance
department had been” looking at special services offered by co11eges/?or '

special education support programs, but also tq evaluate the quality of

’these'programs. The guidance staff has reviewed written materials and has
'ta1ked with various college staff members: "We phone a lot of people and

we ask a lot of questions." Parents have also been helpful by interviewing
. staff at colleges at night. 1In adhition, the LEA has a- resource liBrary on

-

L .

*‘*F$Ve of these sites are 1h two states with progressive community college

system§.
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i
~special education for college students, because "there's such pressure
from p&rents to attend co]]éﬁ%." An SLD resource teacher indicated that,
- although some of her former students went to colleges with support programs,
some_were-*taking light 1oads and doing OK" at colleges without .such
- programs. ' ' ’ . . ‘, ' B

: b

-~ " Enployment and Postsecondary Training Opportunities

The number of handftapped studénts,who are ab]g to find competitive
employment on leaving high 'school or after completing additional vocational

P training appears to be related to a number of factors. One of the most sig-
] 'nificant of these is the quality of secondary, vocational training received |
. * by special education studqnts, which is generally related to the goal set
. ™ for hgndicapped students in high school. That is, if the secondary special
’ eaﬁtation curriculum has a.strong emphasis on vocational training and bet-

ting students jobs, then handicapped)students are more likely to find or
seek employment (including additional training) on leaving school.* For
example, in an LEA that has a strong vocational emphasis, fespondgnts spoke
v . of four mi]d?&-hahdicapped special education graduates who had-obtained
" . various jobs: fireman, maintenance worker, waiter, ang industrial qofkerf

- On the other hand, setting empqoymebt as -a goal'ﬂUr special educa%jon
students is by no means a guarantee of employment, because of the variety
of other factors that f?f]uence successful employment. For example, spe-
cial education students provided with vocational training may not get jobs
because none are available in the community (e'.g., because of a high uggm-

'.ployment rate or saturation of the job market), or because students are not
trained for the jobs that-are available. In addition, jobs for which

1

* . S0 !

Six sites set clear employability goals fop all special education :
students; the majority'of sites see employability as a goal for Yower -(
functioning handicapped-students, but not necessarily for SLD students.

b . -
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special education students are trained often fall into the "Tow-level,"
semiskilled category and therefore provide-only marginal income.* In the

) past, this situation reflects the quality of the vocational education '
training proviged'to hand%capped students. ’ “ \

For more severely handicapped individuals who are e]igib]e'ﬁprﬂvariuus '
welfare benefits, there is often 1ittle incentive to work becau§é¥§he income
that they could earn 9n a job is generally less than what they ca \co]lect
from\yheif benefits by not wbrking.:,As the education director at a service
agency in one large urban community commented: "It does not pay for them to
be énugoypg. They 1o§e 5;):’ﬂ€dicare/Medjcaid unless they can get a jdgw
that pays enough to pick’up their medical costs. They really lose by
working." A reSpbndenp in another site gave an example of an EMR stqpeﬂ}r"
with a visual handicap who had worked whige in school but was now at home:- .
pécause §S{ payments provided a beter income.

Al though vocational training in high school may quvide special edu-
cation students with“an entry-level skill, some students neeg follow-up
support with "work adfus;ment“_training (e.g.;, necessity of being on time,

_how to jnteract,wﬂgﬁ\?é11ow workers) to keep their jobs. Compounding this .
probiem, many employers do not know what to expect and are not prepared to
deal with handicapped employees. A ‘vocational education dfairicﬁ serving

* 1bhe LEA in our study was trying to overcome these problems through a pilot
« work-study program for SLD ‘seniors at a vocational school. Stud®nts speﬁfﬂ?’
) two-ha]f—qus a Weeg in a b]a;sroo&, learning "survival skills." For
example, they learned about job applications, 1abo€ unions, and human

<

* .
Levitan & Taggart (1976) reported that only 40% of the agdlt disabled v
population is employed, compared with 74% of the nondis&bled. According
to 1976 U.S. Bureau of the Census statistics; of the handicapped indi-

- viduals who.are employed, 85% earned less than $7,000 per year and 52%
earned less than $2,000.per year. Handicapped individuals made ug 1.7%
of postsecondary enrollments in vocational education programs in fiscal .
[year 1978, ¢ '

[}

m
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relations.. Students also spent three half-days a week in on-the-job train-
ing stations. As part of th1s program, the instructors worked with. emp1oy-
ers even before students were sent out for this on-the-job tra1n1n5\\ For
example, the instructors informed the employers of each student's disability,
and provihed them with suggestions for dealing with each student (e.g.,

to give only oral instructions, give only visual instructibns, or give only
one instruction at a time). Belause it was felt that "the problem is keep- ’
ing the job, not get;ing it," follow-up was also provided once studbnts

were placed in tpeir training stations. A large part of the pilot program
instructors' time was devoted to this follow-up effort. For example,
employers -were seen or called at least every other week, and problems were
discussed. The employers were encouraged ;o call the instructors if any
problems emerged; in fact, a pilot program instructor stated that he often
‘was told ggat a problem ex1sted before the student was aware of it.  The
instructors also .asked the emp]oyers for suggestions concermn’”areas to
cover or materials to-use in the classroom part of the pilot program.

Finally, the instructors could provide fo11o§-up services,for students after

graduatiog(ﬁ?bilffamp1e, by working futher ¥ith employers.

In some cases, handicapped students have difficulty obtaining jobs
because of transportation problems. For example, many EMR graduates face
ﬁrobTems if they have not learned to dr1ve because %other means of trans-
portation are not’always available. However, it is sometimes difficult .
for these students to get their driver's licenses, espec1a11y if the tesQ;
involves geading.

Finally, another factor affecting the employment opportunities of
handicapped students are the eligibility requirements and -"success" criteria
used{by human service agencies who provide the disabled with support ser-
vices in finding employment. Injone S1te "for example, the Department of
Vocational Rehabilitation (DVR) was providing only limited services to SLD
students.despite new federal guide1inés to serve this population because

(1) DVR counse1ors did not know how to ascertain whether this disability was

a substantial" obstacle to employment and, therefore, were still "scared"
of the category; and (2) state policy was to serve the severely dhsabled

112
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population first, and. DVR was required to provide services only to the
extent funds were available. In another site, DVR counselors were judged
by the number.of successful job placements they made; they generally did“‘\\§
not take severely handicapped clients and had "1ittle dealings" with TMR
people. In.a third site, a respondent remarked that, although high place:
ment quotas provideq a disincentive to take on clients who were hard to
place, low quotas for the severely handicapped provided a disincentive to
seek competitive employment outside’ the traditional sheltered workshop

setting. ) }‘

Given the numerous ‘factors that influence employment opportunities for
handicapped 1nd1v1duals, it appedred that the mildly handicapped (h1gh-
functioning SLD and mild SED) and the motor and sensory handicapped‘Popu-
Tations generally had the best chance of getting above a marginal - existéace,
primarily because of their own abilities. The rest of the special education t
population tend to end up with 10w-1eve1 jobs (i.e., "in jobs that don't
require much reading") once they Ieave school.

Human Service Agency Services ] ‘ ¢

-~

7

Agencies serving the adult handicapped population vary ‘from community,
to comunity; but, in general, agency" services for the severely handicapped “~
(e.g., TMR, SMR) are more extensive and better coordinated (i. e., the B
transition from school to agency services is much smootﬁe+ than agency
services for-the mildly handicapped). The mildly handicapped usually must"
seek out services for_themselves, becalse formal Tinkages with agencies
tend to be fairﬂy weak for this special education population. This situa- t -

tion varies, howeﬂer, with the attitude or ¢ircumstances of the comm n1ty._'
4

Nevertheless, smooth transitions do not always occur. In one city, for
example, seryices to the TMR and SMR adult populations were very 11m1ted
because deinstitutionalized adults coming out of the nearby mental health
faci]ity recefved first priority in getting into sheltered workshops and -
group 1iving situations. Studqnts who attended the public School district ~~

13
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programs were being put on 2-year waiting lists, and most were "at home
watching-TV."- A respondent f?omlthe mental health agency commented:

-

-

Profound cases get seqyﬁces? Kids not climbing the walls are at
home on waiting lists. They're disappointed but not making waves.
It is unlikely the situation will change soon or even improve--
_parents of the handicapped are not as powerful at getting adult '
services. -

"Although ‘the severelz handicapped population generally receives most of
the social services avaiiab]e, some respondents questioned the quality of
thesQ services. They felt that little effort was being made in obfpining
alternative placements for clients (e.g., moving them out of sheltered work-

' shop settings). Part of the problem was a limited continuum of services
coupled with varying attitudes amzzj)agency persopne¥; clients, and pavents,

‘as indicated by the following responses:

A special education supervisor felt that future opportunities for
EMR students were limited because of preconceived notions of their
limitations: "Perhaps he will not be a landscape architect, but
fre could do more than mow lawns." ’

. '~ The director of a sheltered workshop was concerned thdt’ some of the
EMR students at his facility were inappropriately placed: "Once
EMR students [get here] they tend to get locked in--it becomes too
comfortable for them sometimes." N

One special education teacher indicated that moderately retarded
students in the district:often "fall through the cracks," because
they do not have the necessary =skills for competitive employment.
Many of the sheltered workshops that used to accommodate these
students are no longer appropriate because of an incréased emphasis
6n work ,speed and production. Retarded people are being "pushed
out"” of job slots now filled by more skilled workers such as
mentally i1l individua]s.aqh people on probation. Also, .many of

3 these students' parents are overprotective and do not have high

. enough expectations for their children; or by the time the student

is 18, parents are tired of helping and can no longer "face it."

—

A major concerri of human service agency personnel is actual or impend-
ing cutbacks in funding at the federal, state, and\1qca1 levels. The tight

money situation will cause reductions in services (already considered
1imited in.some cases), which generally translates into targeting services
to the severely disabled as the hajor priority. Exhibit IV-3 presents the

¢
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* cutback will 1imit opportunities further. Finally, if tax

Exhibit IV-3 ’ \_
7 .

EXAMPLE OF HOW FUNDING REDUCTION AFFECTS SERViCE Déhlv Y _° .

) . 1 ; .
¢ f—
. ——

The Projects with Industry (PWI) program is being cut
back. This program, which is federally funded, provides job |,
placement and job development services to-clients of the ,
Department of Vocational'Rehabilitation (DVR). This cutback
will reduce the DVR placement rate, because DVR counselors-do ///
not have the expertise. and contacts that PWI counselors have.
DYR, in turn, is also cutting back on services and setting
priorities for services to its clientele, with emphasis on the
severely handicapped, because of funding cuts at the state £
level. In addition, Basic Education Opportunity Grants (BEOG),
which are being used by DYR to help clients receive college-
level training, are being cut at the féderal level; this

™~

incentives,* which have been used to help same clients get
Jobs, are dropped or reduced, placement rates will continue.to

decrease. .
. ' * [ i

* . .

. In some sites, the federally funded Targeted Jobs Tax Credit
(TJTC) program provided an incentive to employers to hire SSI
recipients--and handicapped individuals referred from voca- )
tional rehabilitation agencies. The busines$ credit is_equal

to 50% of a handicapped penson's first-year wages up to 4
-$6,000 and 25% of second-year wages up to'sﬁ,ggg?\\\
' 2 : .
t
. ~ s
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cumulative impact, of funding reductions on the level of service ée]iveny in
o?e city, as described by the DVR representative.
J

e ﬂBecause Tow functioning SLD and higher functioning EMR students often
fail gé‘ggggggggncy e]igibi]ity-requjrements for these social services, and
because f?ﬁzsa?fab1e programs exist for them, they may be least well matched
withhheeded social servig

Z

es. .

Summa y -

I'd

/. M
We found that postsecondary opportunities for special education stu-

(&ents are influenced .by lTocal community factors (i.e., continuing education
institutions, employment opportunities, and range of agency'seFvices), which
may vary considerably from place to place. Our specific findings for the
1980-91 school year are as follows: ”

———

. High functioning SLD and mild SED individuals, as well as the
motor-and, sensory handicapped, had the widest range of post-
- secondary opportunities:-continuing education, employment,
vocational training, military services, and so forth.

» Employment opportunities for handicapped adults appeared to be )
a function of .a variety of factors, including nature of the
community, state of the local economy, quality of vocational
training at the secondary level, and incentives for employment.

. Human service agencies generally provided services to low func-
-~ tioning EMR, TMR, and SMR adults. Funding ‘cutBacks, however, may
> lead to a reduction of such services.

. Because low functioning SLD and higher functioning EMR students -
often fail to meet -agency eligib#1ity requirements for these )
services, and because few suitable programs exist for them, theyay

‘may be.least weil matched with needed social services.
c , -

-
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V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS ~ .

The\findings presented in this repoyt are bdsed on an analysis of
data across 16‘Egse studies of local education agencies. These LEAs were.

’ included in the third year, 1980-81, of SRI's longitudinal study of local

- progress in implementing PL 94-142, the Education for Al1 Handicapped
Children Act. In 1979-80, after 2 years of field data collection, we
concluded that LEAs continued,to make some progress in implementing the
prov1s1ons of the-law. New procedures were being incorporated into daily,
practice, which a]]owed professiona]s to begin to assess whether the

) procedures were accomplishing‘the purposes intended. Moreover,'ﬁ;;pro-
cedures became routine, special education personnel had more time and energy
for the de]iveny of ‘services to handicapped children. However, we concluded
that progress toward full implementation of the law--in the sense of its
intent to have an inrdividualized, child-driven system--continued to be
constrained by three factors in the existing local special education service -
delivery system: 1nadequacy of available resources; limited knowledge and
ski]]! on the part of education personnel, and vague definitions of the .
borders of LEA fiscal and legal responS1b111ty. o

- In view of these second-year findings, the third year of data collec-
tion focused on (1) how LEAs dealt with these factors in attempting to meet
the full-service goal for their handicapped population and (2) whether
within these 16 local service delivery systems, school personnel were better |
able than before to meet the intent of PL 94-142. In particu]ap, we pursued

- in depth the “remaining challenges" associated with secondary-level pro-
grmnning for special education students. We looked at academic and voca-
tional education opportunities provided by LEAs to help students prepare for
the transition to the world of work, continuing education, postsecondany
‘traintgg, or services £ rom otheq agenciesi In this section, we summarize

i
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the third-year findings, comoariné them with the second yeér's, and we then
draw general conclusions about the status-of implementation in 1980-81.

N -

P
o

" Overview of Progress in the 1980-81 School Year

LY

Imp1ement;t§g;:%t the LEA Level . .
i /e -
In 1979-80, we found that in response to external pressures, emphasis
in a majority of LEAs in the SRI study was placed on decreasing backlogs and
wa1t1ng 1ists for services. Strategies used to reduc beok1ogs included

hiring more evaluation personnel and expanding serv1ces Although the
reduction of backlogs for initial evaluation and p1acement remained a

priority this past year, backlogs existed in the majority of the sites, -

grimarily at the evaluation stage. Adding evaluatory was-still the most
common strategy used to tackle the backlog problem; fewer.districts expanded
.services to accommodate more students. However, the cont1nu1ng existence of
backlogs is not Surprising, Because of ant1c1pated Timits QE or decreases

.in LEA resources, spec\h1 edugcation administrators, in general, attempted

to ma@pta1n the status quo of their s?ec1a1 edutation service delivery

systems through minimal expansion.

During 1979-80 a1l LEAs_in the sample used their ava11ab1e resources
to expand services in one way or another. In the 1980-81 school year, with
. few exceptions}, program expansio; was more limited in scope. Simultaneous
expansion at both the preschool and secondary levgls occurrgd?rare]y. A
few LEAs expanded or maintained their preschool programs (oftemwitth pre-
school incentive grants available uhder PL 94-142), but most districts
focused their efforts on addressing program gaps at the secqondary leyel,
primarily”in voqationa] education, SLD, and SED programs. Few changes were
o _observed in the nature or qua11ty of services to the fo11ow1ng handicapped

« . .'populations: 18=« to 21fyear-o1ds, seyerely handicapped, and children in -~ &
private schools. Although related services increased slightly in half of
" the study sites, the changes can be characterized as "more of the same. "
- R 120
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: = Overall, we did»;not observe a contraction of the delivery of special
# . ‘education and related services (SEARS) from the levels to which they have T
‘ grown over the past 3 years. For the most part, however, LEA special edu-' -
cation administrators were attempting to Timit program expansionsar to . v
maintain the status quo within their localyservice dehvery systems, in . -
oow anticipation of federal and state cutbacks in funds for education.("& )
‘- . -
This year, we found perva‘éve concern a,,t the LEA level regardin{; the -
fate of PL 94-142 (rescission’ of the law was being discussed at, the time
L of .our site visits), as well as the possib]e weakemng of federai and stat

-

mandates for a free, appropriate public education (FAPE) for handicapped
children. The mood of, f??ca] conservatrsm under t»fié Reagan admmstration ’ -
and related state deve]opments were perceived as major constraints to dis<

. trict planning for future expansion in special education. Aithoagh LEA
administrators continued to fill gaps in their local service delivery °

systems, they te%nded to approach change 'much mo, autiously. In general

_ people worried mdre about aH resources, not ju:?L 94-142, which remains
an importag but ‘small percentage of their ove/raH specia‘i education budgets.

<

“ . " firing 1979-80, dimensions of the borders of ‘LEAs' legal dnd fiscal Y

T . responsibility to provide SEABS to all eligible.children within, their ‘

/ ' jurisdictions became clearer, as school districts experienced more questions
surrou‘nding related services. In some cases, thé®orders were clarified by e

) - court cases, OSE monitoring, or a change in state policy.. Despite some .

S, . concern last year over the 12-month schoo]ing issue raised by Annstrong V.

‘ K11 ne, féw LEAs ,saw this as a demand on them this year. ’

1] =~ -
.o < L R N

s \ .. However, ,gme issye of direct concern to most LEAs in the study--the ’
provision of mental health services (psychotherapy, psychological and v - o
psychiatric cqunseiing)--remained an issue in 1980-81, because no, clari-t . )
fication has con'le from OSE.. Thd majority of study sites continued tod ‘;a =

4 the line of their responsibility at their traditional medical/ educ onai
foo .border (i.e., that psychotherapy is a medical, not an educational service).
A N ) ’
Y ) \ ’ . : . - ‘
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Education agegcy responsibility for related services also remained a

"problematic issue in the area of interagency coordination because of (1) the
general supervision clause of PL 94-142, (2) the law's requirement that

related se es be provided to handicapped children.at no cost to their

parents, and /(3) therpolitiéal and financial realities of how state human

service deldvery sysﬁems'functiog/pq a day-to-day basis.- Although some
states 1n/fhe‘SRI stﬁdy made progress in implementing interagency agree-
ments, there continued to be wide variation in th&extent to which integra-
tion of services to the handicapped had been accomplished by the 1980-81

‘school year. In addition to the continying need to review and revise

conflicting laws and regulations pertaining ta cooperative service arrange-
mentg, SEAs and LEAs must commit resources fo bying about interagenc}
cooperafion. Adequaie incentives must exist for education and other human
service agencies to cooperate; currently, incentives vary depending on Jocal
and state-level circumstances. '

~

Court céses continued to 1nf1uen§e various aspects of Iocal'épedial
education service delivery systems, although due'brocess hearfng activity
continued to decline fhié pést yeak. Unlike court cases, dub procesé , .
hearing decisioniéger se do not generally pYoduce programmatic or systematic
changes in LEA policy. For the imost part, informal resolution of parent

-

_complaints through various complaint procedures has increased over the past

1

. PL 94-142 had bged'refined and had been incorporated as routi

3 ydars. ~ - .

* -

¢

* Practices at the School Level

During 1979-80, we observed that the procedural requi
practices.

Most administrative procedures (the IEP process in particular) were a

'genera]ly accepted part of the job, and the‘majority'of the LEAs viewed

them as less difficult to perform than in the first year (1978-79).

i

’ ', In 1980-81,~ we saw little change in school-level practices. Techniques
% )
designéd to increase the appropriateness of referrals to special educigion
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. placément process, parents' 1nput remained primari]ngonsubstant1ve in

- >

é‘.

(i. e., 1ntervent10n prior to formal referral to Spec1a1 education) continued : .

to be used. In general we did not find a‘!ngpter emphasis on prereferral . ’
screening and intervention, but a- few LEAs showed systemat1c 1ncreases in

this area, 1n response to changes in state regulations and, in one case, as

part of d1str1ct planning. As-reported last year, professional staffs 1n <

sites usihg pnereferral intervention techniques be11eve that such,techniques ’ v
increase the appropriateness of formal referrals to Spec1a1 education. -7

Although the pattern’of increasing muitidisciplinary evaluation and

individualized assessment practices continued this past year, fhe evaluation .
picture shifted slightly at both the elementary ,and secondary levels. That

is, the changes demanded by external factors (e.g., state regulations and
monitoring, OSE monitoring) seemed to be directed toward refinement, rather
than restructuring, of fhe system. For the most part, thegéhanseg demanded

by previous court cases {e.g., Mattie T. v. Holladay and Larry P: v. Riles)
 have already been made. Although we found this year that most LEAs'ﬁrovide&
information to parents concerning their right to an independent educational
evaluation at public expense if they d1sag}ee with an LEA @valuation, *
‘parents rarely used this option?\\However, LEA eva]uation teams did tend

to give consideration to the few parent-initiated 1ndependent educat1on
evaluations they received. Reevaluations every 3 years continued to be
“of Tow priorjty, except in districts where external factors (court cases, '
monitpring) created. pressure.to attend to them. L . .

rd

“In detenm@nfng children's services on the basis of 1nd1v1dua1 needs,
school personnel remained constrained by what’ services were currently
available? Given 1imited program expansion and change in the continuum .
of program options, professional staffs could rarely consider serv1ces not
already available through their 1ng1¥£gg al districts when making decisions
about children s services. AlthougH parent involvement in school-level ' .
dec1sionmak1ng is now considered a routine part of the eva?uation and ® - .

<

nature.
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‘/,//,/f” We did observe majoh changes in IEP practices in the study sites,
. re]ated‘both to the time when short-termm objectives are written (i.e.,
. before rather than- after placement) and to the nature of the objectives.’
.The pattern in the majority of- the LEAs was to write broader short-term
: objectives. In effect&‘this practice made IEPs less like instructionai

pians, so that they reflected the intent of OSE's recent interpretation of
the IEP requirement_

-

“n » PP .
- In general, therg was little expansion in the continuum of options-
; students, and a wider continuum of placement
. options qontinued to exist for mildly handicapped students (primariiy SLD
. and EMR} than for the more severely handicapped (e.g., TMR, SMR). Although
we saw no major change;in the amount of mainstreaming of speciai education
"~ students this yean, we d1d find that new strategies to facilitate main-
streamJng cqntinued to be developed. We found generally that reguiar ,
. teachers continyed to accept their expaﬁded role vis-a-vis spec1a1 education
students,pthus making mainstreaming easfer to accomplish. ]
oo "y .
Given*fimited progﬁam expansjon in 1980 -81, there’'were féw additions
" of 1nstructiona1 personnel. Even though LEAs sought to- mainta;nmthe status,

quo, the %xigting”wo égéﬁgrce was required to take on additionai responsi-

-

bi]ities’or wqu]o try to maintain appr0pr1ate programming for handi<
capped hiidren ere bouadary crossers had existed previousiy, they
continued im their prbmany function of bridging the organizationaT barrrers
between Tqéuiar and specia] education personnel.- This year, we found an

! ) : cL

increasegyn the/mumber of .boundary-trpssing personnel primariiy because§g§; o

of increased coordination between the special education and vocationa1
,educatign systems at the seeondary level. . o . .
L ‘ 5 ‘ o -
Efforts to ‘increase the knowledge and skills of reguiar and speciai
education personnel through inservice training changed.] 1itt1e 1n 1980-81%
'¥( As has been the case in past years, rboth Yeguiar and’ specja] education
”personnei need more substantive training regarding working with handicapped
n students, as do ‘regular education teachers who work with slow-dearners in
AN .3 , . .
. ’ ; / . 5 YN .
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the regular c1assroom -enviromment. Overall, inservice training remained

a Tow priority at both the fEA and SEA levels. . . -

-

Secondary and f’ostsecondary Obportunities for Handi c‘apped Individuals
In 1979-80, we found.that although a wide range of high school orogram
otptions e,xist;d across the LEAs, rarely did a comorehensive range of. options
exist within a given LEA. A‘handicapped student's program optTons were
determined largely by what was available within a district, and varied

- substantiaHy across ‘'sites. Al though our f1ndings this year are consistent’

3

with tfbse of last year, we-obtained more in-depth knowiedge of the goals
and opportunities for secondary stydents, In general, LEAs in this study
believe that their high schéol programs shouid prepare special education
students for conti nuing education, postsecondary training, or empioyment
The employability goal is strongest for EMR and mo re sev&eiy handicapped
students. Overall, more program options exist for the upper range of
handicapped students, primarﬂy SLD, higher function1 ng EMR, and SED stu-
‘dents with sociaHy appropriate‘iehavior.

Despite budgetary constraints, the majority of LEAs targéted more

Rt .resources to gaps at the secondary level than to ariy other level of the

Tocal special education service-delivery system. In particular, efforts
were made to impmeve SLD SED, and vocationaT education programs and ser-
~vices. Factors influencing this pattern included: (1) more students who
had been identified as handicappéd at the elementary level were reaching
the secondary schools, and (2) declining enroliment in the regular education
population meant that vocational program staff and others had time to. devote
to the special education popuiation. .
The majority of LEAs addressed vocational edocation-programmatic gaps
n 1980-81. _While some districts expanded programs, others focused their
efforts on creatingsnew roles, or modifying roles or Brocedures, to better
coordinate vocationai education services for special education students.
* We observed new, coiiaborative efforts between the vocational education amd

-
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. . specia] education systemi, such cooperaiion is a significant factor in pro-
viding hand1capped students w1th access to greater vocational.and technical
training opportunities. Desp1te LEA efforts to improve the components of

~ their vocational educat1on service delivery systems, however, all system
components rarely linked together smoothly. The transition of handicapped
students from school tq‘woﬁg’is often difficult. Unmet needs existed in
such areas as yocationa) assessment, career counseling, curriculum and
equipment modification, ahd job placement services. ‘

When we. Tooked at minimal competency te§t1ng (MCT) this year, we found
that many issues remained unresolved in the development and,implementation
of MCT programs. Where such tests were used for graduation requirements,
they presented particular concerns- for the handicapped student population.
MCT programs require educators to reconsider the significance of the high
school diploma and the validity of tests in setting educational competency
standards defined as minimal. Maj&r MCT policy issdes‘affecting specia]
education students include: exclusion or inclusion of specific hand1capped
populations in MCT programs, development and access1b111ty of appropriate
tests, and differential standards for graduation.

— ~
— This year, for the first time in this study, we fnquired about goals
. ) and programs for the 18- to 21-year-old handicapped population and explored
the postsecondary options for these special education students when they
graduated or left school. We found that schoo¥ systems did not general
_~1include postgriguation opportunities in their domain of'concern, nor did any
other agency think in terms of age-defined groups. Rather, these students
fell into one or more of four. opt1ons after high school: continuing educa-
_tion (e.g., college; adult educat1on) emp]oyment or further vocational
training; clients of caretaking or other human service agencies (e.g., wel-
fare, group homes); or "other" (e.g., military service, at home, corrections
) system,."on the street"). Again, the degree of self-sufficiency or inde-
~ pendent living thatgzy attained depended not only on theic capabilities
and preparatipn, but WTso on the social institutions and -other local
resources for handicapped people.
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Postsecondary opportuhities for special education students varied

4

.considerably across districts. As is the’case while in school, the mildly

handicapped (high functioning SLD and mild SED) and the motor and sensory

. handicapped had the most opportunities open to them in the postseconda

world. For more severely handicapped (e.g., low functioning EMR, TMR{ SMR),
there were generdlly some caretaking services available, but these servfce
agencies also felt threatened by ?unding cytbacks. Because low functjoning
SLD and higher functioning EMR students often fail to meet eiig{bilif} .
‘criteria for these services, and because few suitable programs exist for
them, &mey hay be Iéast well matched with needed socidT‘%ervices.

~ A4

éonclusions and Anticipated Changes

1

During the third year of this study,lae collected data in 16 of the
original 22 sites. On the.basis of the data, we conclude that LEAs continue
to progress in implementing PL 94-142, )In-cont(?st to last year,‘Epe'law's
requirements per se seemed to have less influence on LEA special education .

" administrative decisionmaking than did other external factors (e.g., court

cases, policy changes, SEA regulations) and internal factors intrinsic to
ind$vidual service delivery systems. For example, even when LEAs; took
corrective action 13 response to monitoring (e.g., makinﬁ#IEP objectives

less like: instructional plans), they made additional adaptations consistent

with their local systems. . . -

Districts continue to move toward the Full-servigs goal of PL 94-142
by addressing special education program gaps, particularly at the Secondary
Jevel. Hawever, they remain®constrained by the three problem areas of
1na&equate resources, limited kﬁowledge and skills of education personnel, -
and vague definitions of the borders of legal and fiscal responsibility.

In 1979-80; we noted that LEAs were becoming more aware bf the dimensions
of the éonstrqints under which they must operatéand the extent to which
they have coﬁtro] over them. As the dimensions became’'clearer, LEAs were -
better able to focus their 1imited resou?ces on solutions to local SEARS
problems. 'In'1980r81; these dimensions became less clear because of anti-
g 127 , ' oy .
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cipated federal and state cutbacks in support to special éducation. As a
result, LEA hdﬂﬁ%fstrators were concerned about® the future of service
", Helivggy to hardicapped children.
Al'though it should be noted that we visited the study-sites at a time
\!3f great uncertainty, about federal funding tevels and thus heard fears of -
the worst possible scena;ips, it seems clear that‘LEA administrators will be
faced with future cutbacks and should plan conservatively. PL 94-142 will
remain a categorical federal aid program for at least 1 to 3 years, *Eger ,
recently being excluded from the Reagan administration’s block grant legis-
lation for federal éducation programs; however, the entire federal role in
beducation is being fundamentally reassessed. PL 94-142 funds will remain )
targeted to handicapped children in the .short tem, thus avoiding competi-
tion foredollafs among the ggrgeted population groups (i.e., Title I disad-
vantageds the handicapped), but ¢he federal funding role is expected to
N+ .diminish within the next few years.

.
2]

v

=%

Reflecting on the futuresof federal funding, OSE's Assistant SecﬁétQiy
Designate cqmmented recently that lower budgets are going to be a fact of
*  Tife for schools over the next few years:

We need to realize that we aren't going to have as-much money. And
- so people are going to have to,really look at providing services

and how they can do it most mgst effectively and be a Tittle

creative.*

-

The Assistant Secretary Designate also indicated that some court decisions
have interpreted PL 94-142 to require LEAs to provide services (e.g.,
catheterization) beyond their borders of educational ngSponsibiﬁity.
Howe?ér, the issue remains that unless LEAs draw their own borders of legal
fand fiscaﬁ responsibility for SEARS, it is.unclear at which 1ével--federal,

¥ Education Daily, July 1, 1981.
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s_tjte, or local--such glarification will occur. We have suggested previ-
ously-that local staff/»exianSE's' assistance in clarifying their borders of

responsibility. When the impending changes in PL 94-142 regufations become,
" " known, it should be apparent, at which level such decisiofd mdst ,appr_opr'i-”\;
_ately showld be made.~ Clarification i this area shouid also’contribate to

the resolution;of. problems that still remain in the area of interagency
coordination of rel ate&ervices at the state level. .

Given impending changes in the locus of educational decisionmaking, we
conclude that OSE should consider focusing its technical assistance efforts

on assistance designed to enhance local capacity to adapt to the realities -
. of fiscal conservatism. Some of the creative strategies we observed this

year (described in Sections II, III, and ™), might be helpful to many LEA
administrators struggling with major planning decisions.

-
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. Appendix A is taken from.pages/§:2;/:; 1oca1 Implementation of

PL_94-142: First Year Report of a Longitudinal Study,
Marian S..Stearns, David Greene, and Jane L. David, 1980.
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~ Appendix A

ORI CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

Overview !

.~

Public Law 94-142 is a federal mandate to change the way
state and local school systems operate in providing services to
handicapped children. Thg primary purpose of our study is to
inform BEH and Congress about whether special education at’the
local level is changing in the way the law intended and, to the
extent possible, to explain why or why not. We view local imple-
mentation of PL 94-142 as a process of mutual adaptation bétween
the requirements of the law and the realities of local school
systems (cf. Berman and McLaughlin, 1978). The requirements of
the law dictate changes ‘that local school systems must undergo,:.
but the degree of these changes and the forms they may take are
constrained by the organizational and financial structure of the
schools and the political and social idiosyncracies of each local
community.

Thesbasic orientation and focus of the study are provided by
our conceptual framework. In making explicit our point of view,
it plays many roles in the actual conduct of the study (see Appen-
dix B). The conceptual framework also allows the reader to
Judge the extent to which he qr she shares our point of- view.

Its two major components are an analysis of the goals of local
implementation and a model of the context in which local imple-
mentation occurs. The first component provides the study with a
benchmark against which to assess progress toward full implemen—
tation. The second component serves to define the domain within
which we expect to find most of the useful (i.e., policy-relevant)
explanations for why local implementation is proceeding one way
rather than another.

~

Goals of Local Implementation

»

. » The first,major component of our conceptual framework is an
analysis of the goals of local implementation of PL 94-142. It
was derived from a careful scrutiny of the pertinent sections of
the law, including both legislative language and history and the
applicable federal rules and regulations. As the law and regu-
lations are'written, the logical and practical relationships
among the various réquirements and goals are not always easy to
discern. Hence, we needed to provide our study with an explicit
description of the most important of thése relationships.

J

-




\ . + \
| -

Overriding Goals and Broad Implications

PL 94-142 includes two overriding goals that pertain to,

LEAs: the provision of a free appropriate public edugation

(FAPE) to all handicapped children and the protection of the
rights of handicapped children and their parents. From the
perspective we adopted in this study, FAPE is a broad, over—
arching concept that subsumes the "procedural safeguards con—
cerned with placement in the least restrictive environment and
with nondiscriminatory evaluation. ‘In this view due process
procedures (e.g., for parental notification and informed consent,
and for due process hearings to resolve disputes between parents
and the schools) serve the gpecific function, of protecting the

'right of all handicapped children to FAPE.* ]

. We presume that few, if any, LEAs presently operate so as
to achieve the goal of. providing FAPE to all handicapped chil-
dren. Implementing the law, rherefore, requires LEAs to bring

v about change in prevailing practices. By comparing the current

) operations of most local special education systems with the ideal
system implicitly described in the law, we derived two fundamen-
tal action implications, or implementation goals, that LEAs -
should strive for:

&= - 7
T; e Increasing the scope -and comprehensiveness of special

education services. -

¢ ' Changing current procedures so they result in individu- -
ally appropriate services for children. T
& b ,

Sy

L 0

. Requirements for placement in the least restrictive environ-
ment and for nondiscriminatory evaluation.are clagsified dif-
ferently in the regulations than in the law itself. In the
regulations, the procedures concerned with placement in the’
least restrictive environment and with nondiscriminatory eval-
uation are classified, along with due process procedures,
under the rubric "Procedural Safeguards" (subpart E). In the
law itself, however, the section titled "Procedural Safeguards”
(Sectibn 615) covers due process procedures exclusively. In
light of this classification difference between the law and
the regulations, we felt free to decide for ourselves which
one best suited our purposes. We reasoned that the key dis-

) ‘tinction is between that which is being protected (i.e., tHe

- FAPE rights that are being guaranteed by the law) and that

which 1s doing the protecting (i.e., the due process proce-

dures designed to back up the guarantee). Although evaluation
procedures and placement procedures logically may be construed
as belonging in either category., we opted to include them as’

integral components of the FAPE goal. -7
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. The first of these implementation goals requires LEAs to
reach out and serve all children in need of special education ' /s
services (i.e., to 'eliminate inappropriate exclusion from the /
system) It also ‘encompasses an increase in- the range and flexi-
bility of seryices available to eligible children. This has
merit\in 1ts own right and is based on the presumption that a *
wide,! flexible range of services facilitates movement toward less b >
restrictive placements. In short, LEAs must" identify and serve -
all eligible childrem'. . - -
The gsecond implementation goal requires changing traditional
practices in specific and fundamental wdys; this amounts to.a . -
paradigm—shift in,how schools decide what services each child 4
receives. Traditionally, special education practices have rested
: . on clasgificatidn: a child 1is classified as having one or more
handicapping conditions that.then determine what services are to °
be delivered, by whom, and where. The intent of PL 94-142 is to ’
alter this system fundamentally by shifting the focus of special . !
education from categories of digabilities to individual chil- )
dren's needs. The law now requires that a child's unique needs
be identified and that services appropriate to the&Se needs ‘be .
provided. 9Instead of fitting children to available programs,
schools are now required to design an individually appropriate
program for each child. The procedures specified to accomplish
this goal necessitate basic, structural changes in how educa- :
tional programming decisions are made. These basic, structural
changes must be one of the fundamental implementation goals for
LEA.SO v

} . "' ‘ -

-

, The_FAPE Schema . T

- " After visiting all of our sites during the planning phase of
. the study, it became apparent that, with rare exceptions, person-
, nel attracted to special education are dedicated to prowlding an
~€§ . appropriate education fgr all handicapped childyen. It was- also - e
’ apparent, however; that individuals working in §hese 22 diverse ;
. LEAs met with greatly varying degrees of.sucgess in attaining the
. . ideals of PL 94-142. Although it is always possible for excep- -
" 'tionatg::iividuals to achieve their own, different purposes in T
gpitefof a system that discourages them, it is far more common ¥
“ : for the Structure of an organization to shape and direct indivi-
' duals' actions. Therefore, we decided it was most useful to
study the degree to whigh goals were met in terms of how
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specific provisions of "the law.*

Figure 1 is a sc@:atic representation of what the law says
about how an ideal special education system should operate under
full implementation of PL 94-142. The schema omits the due ks
process procedures, not bedause they are any less important than

_the FAPE provisjons, but simply because, conceptually and graph-

ically, it is unwieldy to depict both on the same diagram. \
Paryy o have a complaint may invoke due process procedures

wE%' ect to virtually any matter shown in the FAPE schema.

Thus protection afforded by the due focess requirements is

intended to permeate the entire system rather than be localized-
anywhere that might be usefully depicted in\iﬁi schema.
1

f) The FAPE schema explicitly represents the ‘relationshdips
among the mechanisms, values, and goals in PL 94-142 that ¢harac-
terize an ideal local special cation system. By this we mean
a sghool system that is set up t{, achieve the goal of providing
FAPE.to all handicapped children jurisdiction, and in
which due processg prdcedures, ar functioning effectively. Thus,
.the FAPE schema served. our study a3 a working definition of the
intent of the law. _ The Mpmainder of this section describes the
-elements of the FAPE‘%chema in some detail, thereby “introducing
the reader tomost of the specific requirements of ‘the law with
which our study was concerned. ‘&,_ -

’ #
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* The related dec}sion;.ts cofBeptualize the spirit of the law,
in terms of a special ‘education system operating in a manner
compatible with the law's intent, effectively eliminated our A
need to address a’h&ét of questions dealing with individual’ .
emotivation and blame, fhus,:we were able to focus our “atten- i&
% L]

% tion where it was m&st likely to lead to policy-rwelevant

, obgervations: on incentives and disincentives, coping strat—"
egies, de facto priorities, and the practical difficulties of »
achiZ&ing the law's intent in orgpmizations that were set upo
" to operate differently. ' : »
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The ultimate goal of the “gystem depicted in Figure 1 is ‘to
« -provide a free approprjgte public education for all handicapped
chilgrenp. This requires that two complementary decisions be made
about each handicapped child:  What educational goals and ser=_ \
vices are individually approprate for the particular child? and .
What is t{e least restrictive enviromment in which the child can
be provided with the services appropriate to his/her needs? v
- .
s v Central to these decisions, nd hence shown directly to
their left in this schemay; is a set of four basic values that can
be inferred from a’'close reading of the legislative history of

PL 94-142. Most crucial is the need for individual atfentiom.
Complementing this is the imperative of avoiding erroneous clas-

sification. Together, these two values constitute a fundamental
shift in emphasis away from 4 system in which the assigmment of a
child to a tategory was the most -gignificant event in the- ¢hild's
speci ation career. 'The third basic value is that of par-

ental involvement. The final value derives from an awareness
that both handicapped and nonhandicapped children benefit from

the mutual exposure that "maingtreaming” provides. ’ -~
. . s T
Decisions about what is "appropriate” should result from
treating the child individually, involving the child's parents, <
avoiding erroneous classificatipn, and considering the benefits -
e of mutual exposure. Decisions about what environment is’ least
restrictive should result from a balancing act in which the

"mainstreaming” goal of the law is reconciled with the child's"®
. best interest. .

The law also includes specific requirements that should
encourage the consideration of these basic values in the decision-
making process. These requiréments appear in the federal rules

. * and regulations which are shown to the left of the boxes ‘labeled ~- ,

. : "Uﬂderiying Values." 1In determining which services are most
appropriate for the child, the key regulations concern 1EP proce-
dures, testing and evaluation procedures, and the need to Justify

- egremoving a child from the regular classroom. 'To determine the

least restrictive setting appropriate for the child, the salient
regulations are those concerning multiple sources of information
and multiple participants .in decisionmaking, consideration of
/ﬁbtential harm to the child and, again, the justification for "¢
removing a child from the regular class setting.,

These requirements, and the values:they promote, are con-
siderations primarily dealt with- by people at the school level
(teachers, evaluators, principals) who work directly twith the
handicabped child. * The role of ‘the LEA administration in the

. ' . law's implementatiodn hierarchy is to:provide the comdit{ions
- hecesgsary for school level personnel to carry out their functions

- " as intended.’ These conditions 3@re presented in the shaded boxes.

To choose a placement that is the least restrictive-environ-
ment appropriate for the child, decisiommakers must -hgve some
range of placements available frof which to select. Similarly,
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placement, and services, and to permit the decisionmaking and o )
) ser@%be (delivery mechanisms to operate as intended, the LEA must . .
pravide qualified personnel in~service trainiﬁg, and the dis- )
semination 6f "™state-of-the-art” knowledge! Thus, the LEA is . . . #
required to identify all children in need of special education
and related services so that their individual needs' can be deter-
mined. The LEA is also required‘to implement and use the state's "
comprehensive system of personnel development.- Finally, the'LEA
1& must provide a fyll vard of- program options and nonacademic .
,and ‘supplemental services in order to ensure that there is a - - <t
. continuum of Slternative placements and supplementary services. '
. . . \ . K}
The main advantage of the FAPE schema is that it shows the
.. ~ relationships among the literal and implied refjuirements of.the i
" law and its regulations. It is not intended to describe what )
actually happens in a school or district; instead, it describes
the*considerations that ought to influence the way schoel systems
L refer, evaluate, place and provide services for handicapped
.. . children. If current practices in 'LEAs do not veflect these .
£e considerations, then the law intends that such practices change. L :

% L q LN L
. . -

- - Context for Local Implementation

The second major compgnent of our conceptual framework is a {

model of the context in which lécal implementatiomSaf PL sy
occlrs. Becausé they are relevant to studying the implementation

. goals described in the preceding section, certain features and.

p  characteristics of public gexyice bureaucracies in general and _ _ -
local-.special education systems in particular are described in
this model. The lawiis degTIgned to bring about some rather basic
changes in how these emg operate; therefore, we have paid
particular attention to the characteristics most 1ike1y to pose
barriers to these changes.

~ -

S A Special Education Systems

Mdst locai special education systems ghare ,three organiza-’

tiondl characteristics that are likely to play a significant role
in the implementation process: specialization of’ functions,
division along the Iines of different" ﬂisabflities, and separa- ..
tion between the special and- regular education systems. Although

o the structure of special education systems,does differ from place

' to. place, particularly as a function 'of the size Of the adminis-

trative unit, these three characteristics are remarkably uniform. -

. Every”special educationssystem performs the same basic .
functions in the .same 'basic seqlience: students are }dentified
R ‘and referred, evaluated, placed, andeprovided with services. In
- all .but ‘the smallest' districts, different personnel are involved
| at different stages in this series of functions. Thus, to impie-
) ment change (e.g.,. breaking down the historic tendency to provide
| services solely’ ‘o the .basis of a child's clagsification), the
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effort must be coordinated so that each person in the process is
working toward that goal. In a small district, this effort may
amount to little more than the psychologist who 1B "in charge” of
special educatioh informally communicating a new concept to the
appropriate people. In largey LEAs, however, assessment func-
tions and service delivery jﬁgctions are often performed by
personnel reporting’ to entirely separate organizational entities,
neither of which has a ditect line relationship to other school
level personnel. Specialization of function 1s at its greatest
here: before a new concept can have significant impact at the
school "level, coordination must have begun at the highest level
of the administrative ladder and been passed down step by step.

The traditional division along the lines of different dis-
abilities is’an even more fundamental obstacle for PL 94<142
implementation... For historical reasons, the typical special
equcation system of today is literally designed to channel
handicapped children into one of a fixg#d number of programs; the
larger the system, the larger the organizational structure of

_each separate program. In its most extreme form, each organiza-
tional unit charged with the delivery of services for a particu-
lar disability may even have its own referral form and its own
IEP format. Withi ch a system, the’ best efforts of an EMR
(educable mentallyyzzggzi;iiaépord1nator to teach regular teach~
ers to use a referral : actually work at cross purposes to
the efforts/Jf an LD (learning dlsabi;ities) coordingtor doing
theigame job. Clearly, it is difficult to implement goals that ,
emphasize the individual in a system so firmly rooted in classi- ,

= k fication by type of disability.

) The organizational boundary between regular and special edu-
cation also has deep historical roots. Although districts vary
’

among themselves, special education has always been "different

-/ ) \Eithér,Subordinate'to the regular. education system Or autonomous, -
s . but with a much-more limited budget or line authority. This
- geparation typically exacerbates the ‘stigma often @sBociated with

». ' handicapped children-(and those who work with them) and limits
<. . the ability of special ‘education administrators -to effect changes .
in policy.. Given the emphasis in PL 94-142 on "painstreaminé"
and other desiderata related to coordindtion between regular and
special education, this organizational boundary merits attention.
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Public Service Bureaucracies .

1 educational agencieg shatre several features with other
public gervice bureaucracies in which change has been studied.
Police.departments, ‘welfare agencies, and school systems, among
others, share certain characteristics that affect their capacity
to change. One such feature ig their public service orientation.
Unlike organizations motivated primarily to maximize profits,
public gervice bureaucracies are oriented toward satisfying their

‘clients' needs for services; and client demand always expands to

absorb all the services the system can deliver. A corollary is
that problems litérally never go away. Thus, a teacher could

" never meet all .the individual needs of all her or his students,

t

.pelitics and.usually beyond their control.

and at the same‘time meet the expectations of colleagues and
superiors. Similarly, a district office can never meet all the
legitimate needs of all the.schools it gerves and the agencies to
which it is responsible. It follows that public service bureau-
cracies -are chronically short of resources and are forced to
compete for a limited share of them. Hence, their most basic
need, adequate and reliable financial support, is dependent on

- 4

This combination, unlimited demand and limited resources,
means that individuals in publit service bureaucracies inevitably
develop coping strategies in order to make the necessary trade-
offs. These strategies are not necessarily devised or implemented
consciously, but they are inevitable. Examples abound: estab—
lishing priorities among programg¥to support or clients to be
served, modifying goals, redefining or limiting.clientele to be
served, establishing routines to handle more individualg in less
time, rationing services and, in general, exercising considerable
discretion in day-to-day practice. .

" Finally, although mission—oriented, puplic service bureau-
cracies, as complex organizations, are also structuredsto main— .
tain stability. Consisting of individuals whose role relation—
ships are well defined, they do not change readily or by fiat.
Hence, 'introducing fundamental change into a system like the
public schools is. bound to encounter some resigtance and pre- -
dictable problems.

The "Bottom-Up"” Perspective ' . .

‘On the basis of, out@xperience, the Rand study of educa-
-tional change by Berman and McLaughlin (1978), and the hindsight
afforded.us by Weatherley's (1979) detailed study of the imple-
mentation of Chapter 766 (the spe¢ial education law) in Massachu-
setts, we 'kiw that local contextual factors play a major role
.in shaping the specific nature of the inevitable trade-offs
and coping strategies of both individuals and orgaqizations
Weatherley provides many illustratians’, such as the predictdble
tension between identifying and sérving a larger number of chil-
dren and providing more individualized attention for thosge
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already in the system. A school principal, for example, must -
decide whether to.spend. numerous hours arranging an in—service
Jtraining program to help.all his.regular teachers improve service
to handicapped children in their classes or to spend those hours
helping a teacher solve the problem of one child's needs for more
appropriate services.

Along with the Weatherley and Lipsky (1977),"street level
bureaucrat” model, we take the perspective that policy is being
made (i.e., mplemepced") by the behavior of the individual most
closely in contact with the client. From this point of view, the
higher federal and state adminiStrative levelsa ‘function as con-
straints on the range of options available to these local.
"policymakers.” These constraints can be either facilitators or

. inhibitors when they=are compared with some idealized standard of™~

performance. For example, a state requirement that a psycholo-
gist use a particular battery of tests comstitutes a constraint
within which the psychologist has to operate in conducting an
evaluation. If the requirement is consistent with the goals of
PL 94-1427 it facilitates progress toward implementation; if not,
the requirement inhibits it. What this means is that individuals
in public service bureaucracies are always being "squeezed”
between constraints from Hbove and demands™from below’ At any
point on-the administrgtive ladder there is always some level of
the organization that is under pressure.

Our study of local implementation focuses on two levels of
local special education systems: the administrative (district) .
level and the service delivery (school) level. 1In later sec-
tions of this report, we often use the term district to refer
to various administrative level staffs; similarly, we refer to
all service delivery personngl (e.g., psychological evaluator,
resource teacher; principal) as school level. These two levels,
with their respective contexts, are depicted in Figure 2.

‘: The top half of the figure represents the administrative
level. Assuming the administrative unit is a district office, )
the SEA at the top sends down regulations and money, monitors the
district office, and provides technical assistance.* Immediately
Jbelow are the schools, needing and demanding as much help from
the district.office as they can get. As an organization, the
district office has.certain attributes (“"within-office factors”)
that may facilitate or inhibit its capacity to get things done.
An unusually competent administrator can increase the capacity of
this office to deal with its problems. . If the administrator is
the only district-wide special education person-~as is the case
in many small districts——-then his or her capacity is the district
office capability. In any case, we expect the office to be

« i 2
* The SEA itself is affected by its own context, of course, ;;;2
we take this level into actount in our study only to the
extent that it has a direct effect at the LEA level.
A-10
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FIGURE 2 MODEL OF IMPLEMENTATION CONTEXT
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figuratively "bursting its seams” because of pressures from top
and bottom. According to our view of discretionary strategies,
the specific, concrete, day-to—day details of the local context
will determine where the'figurative "bulges” occur. Thus, for .
example, a district with little or no organized parent pressure
will find it relatively easy to place a low priority on the
parental involvement requirements of the law. On the other hand,
a district with organized and vocal parent pressure cannot long

- avoid responding to the parent involvement requirements, despite
the heavy commitment in time and pétsonnel that this entails.

. The bottom half of Figure 2 depicts the service delivery
(school).level. At the top is the district office, representing
both ghe helpful and restrictive constraints that act on the

. chool. Below are the children to be servedy The quality
v of scHool personnel and leadership (and other "within-school
ors”) varies, as it does at the district level. Given the
view that schools operate at or near their capacity, when they
are caught up in the demands-resources squeeze, their priorities
depend a great deal on the specific, concrete, day-to—day details
of the immediate context. For example, when only one opening for
a special program exists, one would expect that those with the
loudest demands will likely be given the most attention. Of
course, these demarids may come from frustkated teachers as-well
ag persistent parents. What our model suggests is that the
relative volume of demands is related to such ("local context™)
factors as the economic and educational level of parents and the
traditional parent-school relations in the neighborhood where the
school 18 located. .

In summary, our model of the implementation context adopts a
"bottom up” perspective on implementation. To study the progress
of implementatiow, we focus our attention on the structural
features of local special education systems and on a few basic
“"facts of life" common to all public service bureaucracies. 1In
doing 8o, we share the point of view of the individuals who deal
most directly with handicapped -childreh and their parents. These
"street level bureaucrats,” be they teachers or school-level
administrators, are the individuals whose responses to the require-
ments of PL 94-142 determine whether or not the intent of the law is
met. Their responses, in turn, reflect the circumstances of
their daily lives, of which the federal law is only one factor.
Thus, to understand local 4mplementation, we must understand how

the requirements of the faw do or do not mesh with preexiéting

Y

local practige.
by

The "bottom up” perspective relegates PL 94-142 'to just one
factor among many influencing the practice of special education.
While this is an accurate view because the progress of implemen-
tation 18,;in fact, multiply determined, it minimizes our ability
to attribute any particular fact or event to the law, per se.
Instead ‘of attempting to isolate the effect of the law by itself,
we study the effect of the law in combination with preexisting

state and local contextual factors. ~Because any change that
& Vi“ R
“
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policymakers might institute in the law or regulations would also
have to operaté under this same combination of factors, this
approach seems suited to provide policymakers with the most .
appropriate point of view. '

This conceptual framework has continued to evolvé over the
first year of the study. ‘As elaborated in-the following chapter,
our basic method of approach is iterative. For the conceptual
framework, this approach means continued revision and refinement,
such that, at any given point in our study, the current version
incorporates and represents what we have learned about how best
to think about local implementation of PL 94-142. 1In this sense,

the conceptual framework is in itself an important product of our
study. .
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_ Appendix B is taken from pages 23-50 of Local Implementation of
PL 94-142: First Year Report of a Longitudinal Study, Marian S. Stearns,
David Greene, and Jane L. David, 1980. In general, our method of approach -
has remained constafit over the course of the longitudinal study. Hdwever,
there have been two-specific changes since the first year of data collection:

o We are now collecting data in 16, rather than 22, LEAs; in
addition, we collect data only once during each’school year.
However, the sites visited still represent a wide variation

0. in state and local characteristices. s

e Our method of cross-site analysis has evolved since the first
year of the study. As described on page B-26, during the .-
first year of the study, it was difficult to retrieve informa-
tion for cross-site analysis directly from the debriefings;

. we therefore generated "propositions," or potential findings, -
to which site visitors reacted. However, in-the latersyears
of the study, we modified our format for the debriefings, so
that the debriefings could feed directly into the cross-site
analyses. . ‘

.
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Appendix B

ST METHOD OF APPROACH -

Qverview

In conceiving this study, OSE recognized the ‘importance of
delving -into the underlying dynamics of local implementation. To
best use its resources for this purpose, OSE's-request for a longi-
tudinal study specified a multiple case study design.

This design has obvious advantages for leading to policy-

relevant &nsights. The open-ended, intensive style of case study

. . research 1s ideally suited to investigating complex processes and
discovering unexpected relationships that could elude a more

S structured, survey-type approach. Moreover, the main weakness of

: a case study-—that it provides depth at the expense of breadth--
is obviated Whe( the results of many similar case studies can be
compared and cogifasted with each other. Nevertheless, all .
designsg have their pitfalls; hence, to dgximize the validity and
generalizability of our findinés, we infused our methods with
precautions against tQﬁ major pitfalls we could anticipate.

We knew that we could generalize relationships from our
sample to a larger population only if the sample included a wide '
range of variation on important explanatory factors.* Thus, in

- selecting ourggample, we designed procedures to ensure that our
22 gites var considerably on- the factors then deemed most
likely to explain differences in local implementation. After
three visits to each site, our staff were able to develop a more
informed list of factors on which it was essential there be
variation in order to protect against invalid inferenceg. We

were then able to confirm that our Bamplke selection procedures
had indeed accomplished this purpose.

In conducting the individual case studies, we designed
procedures to ensure that we obtained multiple perspectives,
asked relevant questions, and avoided prémature closure. These
procedures minimized the danger that our te~by-gite findings
would be trivial or unnecessarily contamipated by respondent or
interviewer bias. Also, in performing cross-site analyses, we

+ adopted an inductive logic of disconfirming or- qualifying propo—
sitions rather’than a deductive logic of testing hypotheses.
This approach, among its other virtues, enabled us to ayoid the
s loss of interesting and important findings that appeared in gnly
a few sites or in different forms in different sites.

[}
.
o

* We discuss the subject of generalizability at greater length
% - on page B~8 ("Variation on Important Factors”).
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Finally, our methods included the valida&épg step #f peer
and practitioner review of our findings. By Circulg#Tng our
draft report among a score of critics with a wide‘Variety of
perspectives, we assured ourselves that our inbred limitations
had not produced a phantom picture of reality. Ultimately; of
course, any longitudinal study also benefits from the opportunity
t6 make improvements over .time on the basis of continuing feed-

back. The rest of this Overview section introduces two orienting
concepts that illustrate how this works in our study.

s

-Cycles of Data Collection and Analysis

The iterative, cyclical nature of our study 1 illustrated
in Figure 3. Each year of the longitudinal study includes two
cycles of data collection and analysis.  Each cycle begins with .
the current conceptual framework, which represents our current
understanding of how best to think about local “implementation of
PL 94-142. 1In the fall of 1978 in particular we had the benefit,-
not only of our~prior knowledge and experience, but also of what

 we had learned from site visits conducted during the planning

phase of this study. As described in more detail in subsequent
sectiong, the conceptual framework provides the starting point
for generating a working list of topics to pursue on site (the
"debriefing format") and criteria for site visitors to use in
gselecting respondents with whom to schedule interviews. It is
also the source of more general concepts that provide some of the
content of site visitor training. After this training, the cycle
continpes with the site visits themselves, individual site analy-
ses, and cross-site analyses. As illustrated in Figure 3, deci-
&lons made during”earlier stages in the cycle may be modified as
dictated by experience during later stages. Finally, the results
of data analyses feedback into the conceptual framework, where
the next cycle will begin.

There are two different ways in which our*knowledge grows
with each cycle of the study. First, we describe changes in the |

status of'special education in our sites that take,place over
time on specific topics of interest (e.g., uses of IEPs or the

range of currently available services). To the extent that the
same topics remain of interest over time, these descriptions of
changes in status are analogous .to traditional longitudiral data.

i

Second, with each cycle of the study ye increase our ab‘}ity
to judge what feature of each topic is most important to pursue
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~ appropriate people. In larger LEAs, however, assessment .func—
-, tions 4nd service delivery functions are often performed by

1

»
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‘specfal education, this organizational bou ary
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effort must be coordinated so that each person in 'the process 1is
working toward that goal. In a small district, this effort may
amount to little more than the psychologist who {3 "in charge” of
special educatiop informally communicating a new concept to the’

personnel %epopting to entirely separate organzzatiogal entities, «
neither of which has a direct line relationship to other school
level personnel. Specialization of function 15 at itg greatesgt
hére:)\ before a new concept can have significant impact at the

school level, coordination must have begun at the highest level -

of the adminiscrative’Ladder and been passed down step by step.
“The *traditional division along the lines of different dis--
abi;itiéB,gs an ev®h more fundamental obstacle for PL 94-142-
implementation. - For historical reasons, the typical special
education system of today is literally designed to channel ,
handicapped chtldren into one of a fixed number of programs; ‘the
larger the systemgpthe larger the organizational structure of v
each separate program., In its most .extreme fotm, each organiza-
tional unit charged with the delivery-of services or a particu-
lar disability may even have its own referral form and its own
IEP format. Within guth a system, the best efforts &f an EMR
(educable mentally retarded)’coordinator to teach tegular teach-
ers to use a referral form.may actually work at cross purpogesgto
the efforts of an LD (learning disabilities)* coordinator doing
the’ same job. Glearly, it is difficult’ to implement goals that
emphasize the individual in a system so firmly rooted in classi-
f'iq,.',agion(hy type of dishhility. : .

g@lhe organizational boundary betweqnlregulgr and'épgcial‘edu- '
cation also has deep historical roots. Although districts vary L
among themselves, special’ education.has always WBeen:"different,”
either-subordinate, to the regular education system or. autonomous,
bub’éiﬁh a much more limited budget or line authority. This’

. separation typically exacerbates the stigma often associated with

handicapped children (and those'who work with them) and limits

the 'ability of gpecial edgcation administrators to effect changes
in policy. Given the emphasis in PL 94-142 "matnstreaming” ' ,
and other desiderata related to coordinatigh befween' regular and
EQS attention.

—
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* "Children wiqiispecific learning disabilities (SLD) are’

-

& included as handicapped under PL 94-142. Because the abbrevi- -

atidp LD is more commonly used in practice, we uge it, fathpr
than SLD, _ ,
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The initial selection of sites is the only stage of the-
tudy that does not reflect its iterative nature, because ‘the
sample (or a portion of it) is kept constant for longitudinals
comparisons (Figure 3). The following section describes the
method py which we selected our sample and provides evidence of
the variation within the sample on important explanatory factors.
§ubsequent sections describe our data collection and analysis

- procedures. -

’

*

Sample Selection . “

1

The goal of sample selection was to choose a number of sites
small enough to study inténsively and yet varied enough to <sup-
port generalizations 8 a larger population. To accomplish .the.
fo;mgr we limited the number of sites to 22. To accamplish the
latter, we selected factors that we believed would be most likely

to explain differences in local !responses to 94-142 and that
.could be ascertained, at least grossly, in advarce. -We then

devised procedures. that would ensure maximum variation on these.
factord among the LEAs in our sample. -~ : ,

LSS

Selecting States *

%

The purpose of selecting states was to maximize the likeli~
hood ®of obtaining relevant variations among the LEAs in the
resulting sample. To ensure this’ variation, we began by select-
ing states that represented the continuum on the match between
existing state special education laws and PL 94-142. ‘We presumed
that the extent to which states had enacted requirements similar.
to PL 94-142 before its passage would strongly influence the
responses of their LEAs to the new requirements. Hence, we used
state level measures of policies similar to PL 94-142 as a proxy
for the extent to which LEAs in the state would have had a head
start in implementing the new law. - .

To measure the match betwez:/stéze’lawsqzag pplicies and
PL 94-142, we first used inforgafion from the review of state
laws, and regulations ezgducted by the National Association of
Stdte Directors of Spe l\sgucation (NASDSE). 1In’ keeping with
the philosophy of our study, We also ' 'interviewed persons with
fi¥sthand( knowledge of state practices. These included NASDSE
staff and BEH state plan officers. ' This enabled ug‘f“sort
states into three categories--low, middle and high--according to
how closeky their state policies matched the major provisions of
PL 94-142 (individualized education programs, parent involvement,
a variety of placement gettings, and allowances for least
restrictive plac¢ements).

" To select the states in which LEAs would- be chosen, we held
a conferencé~in Washington, D.C., attended by SRI staff, OSE offi-

clals, NASDSE staff. During the meeting we sought comments
on the results of thesg classifications. At the suggestion of
N T
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the participants, two other state level factors were added to our
M selection criteria: state funding formulas for special education
. and the state system of organization for special educationm.,
“ - Based on these criteria and the commentgy of the conference par-
ticipants, we chose nine states that represented substantial

et variation on the factorsg: California, Florida, Fllinois, Missis-
sippi, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Tennessee, and Wagh-
ingtone. .o
. .' N '
. Selecting LEAs . S

LEAs in these states were selected so as to maximize ‘varia— }

tion on local factors that we expected would influence responses ¢

to PL 94-142. We presumed that the availability and accessibil-

ity of resources would strongly affect local special education
% practices. We'defined availability of resources as the amount of

local fundinglfjanilitieé, qualified staff, administrative lead-

ership,- and community ‘involvement. We defined accessibility of

resources in terms pf geogtaphic size and population dispersal. ’

We alsé wanted to ensure variety on other potentially significant

influences such ‘as the presence of residential institutions,

collaboratiwve relationships with other ‘districts, state-suppo
special schools, and separate buildings for special educatio
. AR - . .

: ", To obtain information on these fdktors and nominations fo
to- LEAs to be included for study, we spoke with the state director
of special education and other state level personnel in all ninef\
states. During these,conversations we described both the pur-

’ poses of the study and our definitions of the factors on which we
. wanted variation. The ‘former was necessary in order to communi-*
cate that the success of the.study rested on our ability to see
problems as well as s6lutions; hence, we pointed out that the *
study would fail if only exemplary LEAs were .nominated. Because
e the ‘factors were essentially clusters of variables and not indi- '
vidually measurable, we also spent considerable time explaining .
what we meant by resources and the type of variation we vere \\\ p
seeking. The nominations we received reflected our criteria-and )
covered a range of districts from each of the nine states, Fron
.thESe'recomdendation% we chose two or three LEAs from each
state, primarily to ensure variation #cross the entire group of
. them and on the basis of logistical concerns. This resulted in a -
. sample of 22 LEAs (Figure &y, -, - .

d

Variation on Important Factors

I3

Before looking at the evidence that shows we achieved requi-
site .variation in our sample, we should consider how this evi- .
dence is related to the generalizability of our findings. 'We are
particularly concerned’about the generalizability*of the underly-
ing reasons qr explanations for local responses to PL 94-142 that
we infer from the data in our sample. To be useful to policy-
-makers these explanations must be generalf%able to a larger
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population than the¥22 LEAs we visited. Because thé requirements
for gbnera*}zability are an extension of the requirements for
validity, we begin with a discussion of the latter.

LY
.

A reason or explanation is valid only to the extent that

(1) it is plausible in its own right and (2) we believe that all

relevant alternatives have been adequately considered and 5
rejected.* Thus, one cannot prove that an‘explatation is valid;

one can only persuade by argument or by appeal to another's

experience that both these criteria have been met. At a ninimum,

such persuasion requires that the explanation be derived from a

sample containing the factors generally belfeved to be likely -
explanatory factors. To make a case& for validity, one should
maximize the variation on as many of these factors as possible.
This is because the more a factor varies within a sample, the -
more reliably its relative importance, can be judged. To be. even
more persuasive, it should be possible to argue that no reason—

able candidate explanatory factor has been excluded from the:
sample. ) )

Y .
The criteria for valid inference call attention to the

relative importance and relative exhaustiveness of the explana-

tory factors incXfuded in the sample, not merely how muqh these

factors vary. Including all the relevant explanatory factors is '

necessary to allow the possibility of vallid inference; the higher P

the variation on these factors, the higher the likelihood that )

valid inference will.be achieved in practice.** ’

An explanation 48 generaligable from a sample to a larger

population only to the extent :‘that (1) 1t meets the criteria for -
~validity within the sample and (2) we believe that the exﬁlQna— =\

tion would appear equally valid if it were tested, by the same . )

criteria, against the data in any other sample comparably drawn v 4

* -

4

* This is the crux of all inductive inference. Researchers vary
in their abilities to think of relevant alternative explana-—
tiongs ™o collect and use data skillfully to test them, and to
perSuade -their audiences that they have done‘an adequate job.
Similarly, the multiple audiences for and stakeholders in ) o
research efforts vary in both the sophistication and the neu-
trality with which they make judgments about the adequacy of N,
these.efforts. Hence, reasonable people sometimes disagree .

about whether a particular research finding meets the criteria
for a valid explanation. N

»

**%* For purposes of this discussion, we assume that the validity
of inductive inference is not limited by inadequacies in the

analysis of the data provided by the sample. (Our procedures -
for data analysis are described in a sépara!b gection later in
thigs appendix.)

. B ‘. :




i from the larger population.* Thus, the specific criterion for '
' ’ generalizability from a sample is the belief that all the impor-
tant explanatory factors in the larger population are adequately
represented in theé gample. Again, the more variation there is -
. on these factors,ééhe\ggij ¢onfidence we have that they ddequately
represent the larger p ation.

> Assessing the adequacy of our sampling choices was a major

‘goal of the preliminany site visits during the Spring 1978 plan~
ning phase of our study. Although the site selection factors

o themselves are not directly measurable (see "Selecting LEAs,”
above), interviews and documents collected on site provided
numerous facts and figures about resource availability and acces—
sibility. State laws and regulations also provided relevant
inforhation to confirm the expert advice we hai accepted in the
process of selecting states. When we used this kind of informa- -

i tion to assess the variability in our sample, we were satisfied
. " that it met any reasonable expectations.

After the Spring 1979 site visits, we were in a posit¥on to
see whether differences in implementation were associated with
differences in the kinds of factors®we had used to select our
sites. With a full yjear's formal data collection behind. us, the
staff held a series of meetings to reach some consensus on the .

~8et of factors to include in a "site factor matrix.” The main
geriterion for including a factor in the matrix was the same as it

had been for choosing the factors that provided the basis -for
sample selectifon: the belief that it exercises a gsignificant

. influence on local PL 94-142 implementation. We also limited the
set to the kinds of factors that could be stated and defined so &
as to apply, as least in principle; to all §2 LEAs.** The main
«difference was that this time our judgments were based on what we
had each learned from interviewing respondents with multiple
perspectives in several LEAs.

: ’ Tables 1 and 2 present these state and local level factors
and their definitions. After a year's experience in the field,

these are the 11 explanatory factors that we judged colléctively
to be most important in accounting for differences among LEAs in

-
i

>

. * In the case of statistical inference, this belief is justified
' within known limits to the extent that certain assumptions
about the population are true and certain procedures for sanr-
ple selection are followed. b

*% At individuwal sites other factors (e.g., local politics) were
often, if not always, equally or even more important influ-
ences on PL 94-142 jmplementation. Moreover, the chosen fac-

s tors so often act in combination with each other that their
individudl effect at an individual site may be essentially / i
Z impossible te determine. .
. : B-11 - .
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TABLE 1

STATE LEVEL FACTORS AFFECTING LOCAL PL*94-142 IMPLEMEN&ATION

&
4 . -
&

FACTORS AND HOW THEY WERE DEFINED DISTRIBUTION OF STATES IN OUR SAMPLE

-

. . oy —_
’ + : Neither -

!
TRADITION: State special education law

. as of 1977-1978; plus if progressive, 6 . 2 1
facilitates; minus if regressive, inhibits, "

~

FINANCTAL SUPPORT: As perceived by locals ‘. .
during 1978-1979; plus if abundant, praised 2 6 1
minus 1if meagger, acute problem

. - * .
ADMINISTRATIVE LEADERSHIP: As perceived : .
by locals; plus if helpful; minus if 2 2 5 ‘>
detrimental.

. )
MONITORING: As perceived by locals;

plus if helpful; minus if detrimental. : L 7 1
ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA: With regard to : .
individualization of services; plus 1if 1 - 7 1
reasonably flexible; minug if unreasonably -
rigid. . . o

[N
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, TABLE 2

- “

LOCAL LEVEL FACTORS AFFECTING LOCAL PL 94-142 IMPLEMENTATION

%.-

= ’ -

FACTORS AND HOW THEY WERE DEFINED - ’ DISTRIBUTION OF LEAS IN OUR SAMPLE

. . + \Kither -

TRADITION: Relative to general education, as of 1977-78; plus if good

support in the past; minus if poor support in the past (even if getting 13 5 4
bétter now). - ’

RESOURCES: Relative wealth and political clout within the state; plus
if facilitates implementation relative to other LEAs; minus if iphibits 7 8 7
implementation relative to other LEAs. )

T ~—
- .

ADMINISTRATIVE LEADERSHIP: Plus if facilitates relative to other LEAs;

minus 1if inhibits relative to other LEAs within the state. 13 7 2
SIZE OF ADMINISTRATION: Of special educatigﬁ; pllus if small or simple, 9 5 8
minug if large or complex enough to require attention in its own right.
] 4 -
- * 4
DISPERSION/COMMUNITY STRUCTURE: Plus if urban, industrialized, densely popu- *
lated, many low-incidence handicapping conditions; minus if rural, not indus- 6% - gk 7

trialized, sparsely populated, few low-incidence handicapping conditions. -

PARENT PRESSURE: Plus 1f heavy pressure for services, high'eipectations

relative to resources, parents are organized; minus 1f passivity, need ' 3 ol 8 11

. <

to reach out, expectations are met by present services.

~

*One also high dispérsioq. .t
**Includes three suburbs and one small town. . . .
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) -
their impledentatio? of PL 94-142. These factors are quite
similar to, albeit more proximal and differentiated than, the
factors on which our sites were originally selected. We invite
our readers to compare this set of factors with their own
experiences. Ce
Tables 1 and 2 also provide the opportunity to look at the
variation in our sample on these factors. A few comments may be
helpful in interpreting the entries in the tables. The "neither"
column was used for two different purposes: to indicate an "in
between” point on the scale and to indicate that the scale
™ not be meaningfully applied to a given state or LEA. Becaffse
) three of the five state-level criteria were defined from/the LEA
perspective, it was common for a state to be judged "ne i
. when different LEAs saw the same SEA from conflicting perspec—
tives. This was particularly the case for monitoring, which
should be no surprise to our readers. It also appeats that our
sample overrepresents progresgive states and progressive LEAs or
that we came to view more of our sites in these terms after we
had visited them. Notwithstanding this tendency in the tables,
the data reinforce our conviction thaz=:?a‘sample meets the

"bottom line” criterion for generalizability of explanations: no
cell is empty. - . )
: s . : ' .- ’
Because- the data re?lect judgments that our respondents made

in confidence, we do not disclose which states and LEAs belong in

. particular categories. Unfortunately, this constraint results in
tables that present a very conservative picture of the variation
in our sample. To convey more accurately the extent to which oyr
22 LEAs represent a variety of combinationg of explanatory fac-
tors, we present the following capsule\dzggriptions of each %
site's ch%racteristics.

California

P
N ae N

e Butte County is a consortium of 15 school districts.in a
"rural mountain area ipgnorthern California. The
cpnsortium serves 22,100 students of whom 1,600 are in
special education. The consortium was formed to prepare
to meet the full educational opportunity/free appropriate
public education requirements of PL 94-142 and the
. California Master Plan for Special Education. Chico
State University lies within the'county and trains
special education personnel.

. . - ® Frespo Unified School District is the sixth largest
district in California, serving approximately 3,332
exceptional students. Two colleges within the county
provide special education teacher preparation. The ‘
economy is largely dependent on agribysiness, with a
large minority population. Although ranking low on

. income, the district ranks high on expenditures for
N . instruction. A_desegregation plan and thes California
N . €. Bu ‘ .
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. N
. Master Plan for Special Education are being implemented
e simultaneously with PL 94-142.

¢ San Diego Unified School District is the 11th largest
district in the United States, in a city with a large N
. . 8enior citizen gOpulation, a large naval base, and two J
Jdarge universities. The special education department is
made up of a complex administrative structure that®encom-
passes 5 divisions and 18 different subdepartments. ' The
) ) 8chool district 1s implementing a court-ordered desegre-
- , gation plan and has been accepted into the California

‘9 Master Plan, while in addition adjusting toscutbacks from
the ssage of the Jarvis—Gann property tax reduction
_  initTative. . , o
x}\ )
Florida -

' —_— -

e Hillsborough County's public schools are consolidated
into a single school district which is the 22nd largest
in the United States, serving approximately 11,500
handicapped students. Tampa, the county seat is the
regional financial, service, and distribution center for
Florida's west coast. A large minority population is
present in the county, and there are two univergities °
that provide trained special education: personnel to the | -
schools. LEAs in Florida exhibit a great deal of
independence ag do principgls within LEAs through the
adoption of a school-based management system.

® Okeechobee is a poor, rural tounty in southern Florida :)
whose main industry 1s agriculture. There is a large
" Spanish-speaking, Indian, and migratory population within
the county. Like all LEAs within Florida, the Okeechobee
School District is a county-system and serves a highly
dispersed population’ of 4,300 students of whom slightly
over 10% are in, special education. Because of its rural
location, access to and attraction of resources has been
(  limited.

Illinois : ‘ ’

w,

e. Lee County Joint Agreement is a s ocial education cooper-
ative located in rural northcentral Illinois that was

/ formed in 1967 when it was mandated that Illinois schools - \‘>~,//
: provide special education for all children, ages 3-21, by o L
1969. The joint agreement includes all of Lee County and ‘ »
- two or three districts from surrounding counties, and
. serves 177 of the school-aged population in special edu- .

- cation. ; One of the largest employers ig the redidential

state 'mental health facility located in Dixon with an . .
estimated 400 school-aged childrén to be setrved.




& - . . T‘ . R N " o - o
. . - : . - . > \ .
;o o e Northern Suburban Special Education District (NSSED) is a .
. . ¥ joint agreement of ,23 member school districts on Lake _
" Michigan to :the north of Chicago that is compofed of a <
o sérigs of affluent, politicaldy astute, ‘suburban
. R communities. -NSSED, which has been in existence since
‘ . =" 1960, sérves approximately 5,000 handicapped children in : -
] " a total school popdiation of 47,000. -
! S - L .
»” T " : 3 v . R
. , MississiEEi‘? , . « ) St

. o *
* » .

e A Itawamba is a rural. county in northeastern Missisgippi
whose main industry is ag'riculture. The "dispersed popu—

lation of. 3,700 students "is served by 7 schools in the’

e special education; program was institutea\ .

erves 181 students. The program is supple- -~ ¢

mented by cldse .cooperation with the SEA and state- T

directed A iLearning Resource Center. | o ’ t

# Pascagoula I 3eLndent School District is\ located in : ) .
. “Jackson Cou ty, one of the most affluent in Mississippi, ’ '
¢ . J © . * -due to an egonomy based-eq light and heavy industry. The
b N ) "population iis diver,ge,éncluding Indians and Vietnamese -’7 s >
. ® h . who+hgve set fed in.the area and who are pportive of . .
e, “school programs. ,Two nearby uni@ersitie/s},;%lide the -
¢, * district with téechnical: assistance as well as teaching ; .
’ .- * personnel. * Thé gthibol district-serves approximately : L
- - ] 9,000 sf:udeqts °§ whglg between 625 and 675 are in special
[\ S éducation - N P

2 v .

@ . . - .
© , v - Ll v, . A !

» -

.
s

* .Oklahoma ~ = ;" .° N o d
« S ) ' . *
f Guthrie is‘a generally 1ow—income, r lﬂ_,c,o,mmupi ) L U
" R T cated in central Okla&hﬂma whose population is largely . Vo,
: ' %, made up of migrantyand |retired individuals and .
\0 , Emall-factory'workers. The Guthrie School District .
. : se s 2,700 to 3,000 stude’nts in grades K-12,'of whom . .
% oL 22 fare served by spétial edication. Limited local funds’ )
. . ve.hindered thg-availability of resources and ‘made the . R
district largely dependent on state“ and federal support."

N X -Tu15a is the :second: IA:gest “city in Oklahoma, its maijor
- R employers are thle aerospacéyand aviation ipdustries.  The
: o Tulsa'School District serves approximately ‘60, 000 chil:-
L dren located in 4 couhties coverﬁxg almost 140 square . J
4 - les. . The’ parents -and advocacy groups within the com~
\- . _'munity ate- strogxg and active. Qupalified s&ff‘are an . '
aec ssi resource and'there -are t nearby state - -, .
) .- -sch ols #o serve the sevegely handicapped (Oklahoma law "
. CCEN pfehlbits” paying for seryices in private%schosls). .o '

SRR 9 : E
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Bénnsylvania ‘ ' ’ . : ]
> o Bucks Connty Intermediate Unit consists of 13 gchool . v
e distri located in a suburban area north of Philadel~
. . phia. zzgzermediate units replaced the county school g
- . operat the early 1970s and are responsible for the

. ' .support serv es for all school districts under their
jurisdiction.’’ An-estimated 12,000 exceptional children

- a0 in Bucks County are served :by-public schools, ‘a number of

private schools, a private licensed facility, and a state

. 4 school and hospital.

. Central Susquehanpa Intermediate Unit (CSIU) encompasses ¢
17 school districts within a 5-county Tural region of :
- central ?ennsylvania.. The CSIU provides approxXimately
: 68% of all programs and services to the region's 4,000
. - handicapped 'students and is responsible for the educa-
~ tional programs at 2 state institutions. ,

e Philadelphia School District is its own intermediatew
» . unit, organized into 8 .sub~districts, an has a‘public
' school populdtion of approximgtely_ 153,000 students of ~ ‘
whom 20,000 are 'in special,édﬁﬁatigﬁ 0f the state's 44
. approved private schools fgr &he handicapped, 33 are in
' " the Philadelphid aréa and [fhe parochial school system is.
' almost as large as that of the public. %
o

Rhode Island . .o : e
‘ © * - e . -
o»'Coventrz is a middle-class community, considered. to be, a
suburb o Providence, and covers a fairly large ‘geograph-
. ‘ ical area. Of its approximately 5,300 stpdenké, between
’ . 380 and 420 are identified as having some handicapping

condition. Due to itg proximity tQ Providence and the ’ v

smati—stzeof-the-state;~the-district has—-acecessg~to - s o
variety of state-supported and private facilities.

’/ g o Woonsocket is a manufacturing town whose population has a
" strong French background The Woonsocket Public School
C . District censistg, of approximately 9, ~700" students and 4
* sérves about 900 handicapped children. The special edu-
cation budget is largely subsidized by the state and,

. R . bécause the town 1s fairly near to the capital, it has
acceds to a'variety of state—supported and private
facilities. ”

. . )
v "
., \
.
.

Y
nls

) Tennegsee 2
’ ~ TA
' ] Campbell County is situated just south of the Yentucky
border in noxrtheast Tennessee and covers aboit 600 square
. miles of rura Appaiichia. The area is the largest coal
) producing district il Tennessee and people living in the |
outlying areas of the county lead a very rural- lifestyle. |

. .
- ~
] - 1
N .
PN e .

-
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The school district covers seven towns, and special edu-
cation serves approximately 17% of the 7,000 school-ad¥d
childreni"Campbell County is part of a four-county coop-
erative that provides many general services, and the

state provides technical assistance and compliance moni-
toring through<regional offices.'

”

e Memphis, noted as an educational and medical center, is a

-

A Y

large urban area located in the southwest corner of
Tennessée. - Two lafge universities and a number of
colleges provide the school district with-trained person-
nel. The Memphis City School System serves 125,000-
students in 126 schools, including 16,600 handicapped
students. The private schoal population has increased
gince the institution of courtrordered busing.

e Nashvidle is the second largest city in Tennessee,’ the

home of country music and the state's capital. Within

the Nashville area there are severM) major colleges and
“universities that the school district uses as a source

for gtaff development, program innovations, and personnel
recruitment. Advocacy groups are very active and were
ingtruhental in getting legislation, baged on the Council
for Exceptional Children ~model], "éndacted A the gtate.”
The Metropolitan Public Scheols serve approg}mately
76,000 students, of whom about 11,000 of 14% are
handicapped.

-]

Washington

« 'Edmonds School District is located in Snohomish County

and is considered a suburb of Seattle. The major
employers.are Boeing Aircraft and the schoal. district;

[y

!

»

the economic make-up of the district is diverse, ranging
. from upper to lower income families. Edmonds is the,
fourth largest school disgtrict in the state with a pupil
enrollment, of 23,500. Special education programs serve
approximately 1, 500»students and include a separate
fagility for’ the severely handicapped. Several universi-

)

tigs in the Seattle area provide trained personnel to the.

gschopl district. .

kLongview Washington, is located on the Columbia River.
The gound economic base of the city has made the Longview
4chool system the second wealthiest in the state of Wash—
"ington. . The tot#l enrollment is 8,052, with sp;cial
education pupils making up 241 of that number.

¢ Yakima is located in southcentral Washington in the fer-

- tile Yakima Valley whose economy is based on agriculture.

The West Valley School District is ‘one of three in Yakima

- proper. The district is small and rural, with a school
population “of 3,315 students that includes 230 students

* gerved by special education. S f

H ?
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Data Collection
. During the 1978—79 school year, we collected data during two
2-4 day visits to each of our sites, one in the fall.and one in
the spring. Each visit was conducted by two members of our core °
staff. Site visitors spent most of their time conducting inter-
views and collecting forms and documents to supplement interview
notes. (They also attended meetings and “observed ongoing pro—
grams when' these could be arranged ) Following each visit, the
. primary site visitoi wrote a case, study report. The rest of this
gsection describes our data collection procedures more specif-
lcally. .

. . :‘z ' S

-~

L4
4.

-

Debriefing . . ) .

)

Each’ cycle of data collection begins with a set of decisions"
about . what topics to pursue and in what depth to’ pursue them. To
ensure that the data collection results in information that ig ~
‘cqmparable across dltes for the cross-site analyses, we developed

" what we call a "debriefing”- format.* It serves both as a guide .

for the site visitor in collecting data and as the actual format
for writing up field notes after a,site vigit is completed. The

debriefing format focuses the site visitor s attention on a col~

mon set of topics” yet, depending upon- the particular circum-
stances of each site, also allows the site visitor the freedom
and flexibility'&o decide how and to wh extent those topics are,
pursued. . . \ff}w v
L4

The debriefing format ig, detivet*from the current conceptual
framework (see Appendix A) and reflecks the emphasis of the. par-
“ticular site visit. - For example, during the 1978-79 ,school year-
“the fall site visits focused on school level personnel much of
the debriefing format wds therefore devoted to events that occur °
at the:school level; such as referrals and IEP neetings. In con=
trast, the spring site visits focuged on events at the district
or IU office, relations with- grougi oGtside the school such as ;-
parent advocacy organizations), ‘and interagency coordination. .

s

A}

Before eacA site visit, a new debriefing fo'rmat is developed,,
by the core analysis staff.x* It 1lists the topics te be covered

v‘,‘ " % ‘ _’ '
* To keep’ this report of tolerable length, we are not supplying

g@ghoples of our maJ:erials in the appendix. "We will be happy tfo
supply them to interested colleagues upon request. ,

.

kk Unlike what occurs in much tcase study research the size of
our staff'permits gsome specialization of functions between
sige visitors (n=5) and those whoke primary responsibilities
are degtsn and ctoss-sit;/analysis ALn=3).

' . -
. . .. b . - ..
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“y during the site visit, jis structured as. an outline, and is writ-
ten at a level sufficiently general to allow for differences
among sites. For example, ' .
l % .
° . *  Describe the natare of the LEA's most gatis-—
: factory relationbhip 'with another public ser-
' . 'vice agency. 1Include the reasons why it is
o . * ' "modt satisfactory,” whether there 4%% formal *
: as well .as infotmal agreements, and whether -
there is state or higher level local support : )
.. for the re1ationship. ) L

®
.

- ~%

The draft debriefing format is circulated among .the site vigitors
to, determine if .all. the topics are clear *whether they will be
interpreted in the same way, and whether important ones have been
omitted. At the same'time, a draft of, the criteria for respon-. .
, dent selection is circulated. Both of ‘these drafts are then B
’ revised as necessary to reflect site visitors' reactions and.
concerns. ' .~
. " .
| “An expanded version of the debrieging format allows for one
orimore pages of writing space in respdnse to each item. Upon
- . returning from a site visit, it takes a site visitor from 1 to 3 -
' weeks to prepare a complete debriefi When complete, the .
' . debrieflng is the recorded descriptive analysis/case study L,
report of a given&te for a given visit. All the debriefings
for a given site 3%e its case historyt. ' '

N . e =
N »

-
"

e

Site Visitor Training ® s

) - Training site visitors has two primary purposes. First, 4t

. ensures that they have a shared understanding, along with the y
o analysis staff, of the conceptual framework,®the debriefing

forpat, and the manner in which yarious topics are to be pursued

on the, upcoming visite* This .aspect of training is one way we -
" attempt to maximize reliability.) The_ se&ond. purpose is to teach.
'« the site visjtors specific skills to maximize the validity af the

data they collect (primarily from interviews)

. ®
‘e

5

G r For the data.to be(comparable across siteg and acrgss site ]
visitors, it is essential that the site visitors view the study's -
- purposes and conceptual grounding in the same wgy. For this to ’
chappen, the site visitors\must:be imd%rsed in the development of - -
the concepts on which the ‘study is based and the ways in which
. . these abstractions are translated into data collection proéedures
t - "and topics. Immersion cannot occur in a one-shot tgraining ses-
sion; therefore, the training for this purpese is-.ohgoing; ds M
. A - . . ‘
P . ' Co R !

.

v

Eal . . {,.. '
*"fhe site visgitors' bnckgrounds are varied, each hd%ing begun -
, this study with experience or training in field-based
' educational tesearch, teaching, and/or special educatian.
o - cBe20f a

N
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exemplified by site wisitor involvement in fhe final versions of
¢ the debriefing format and crfteria for respordent selection. .
) , This aspect of training has both formal and informal:components.
The site visitors are involved in ‘each phase of the study, from
a meetings to explain iterations In the conceptual framework to
participation in all stages of: data analysis. The fadt that the
same visitors remain with the study from year to year means that
the impact of this immersio®/training is cunulative.

s

. Training for the purposezof imparting specific data collec— -
tion ‘skills, although grouoded in the shared understanding
described above,  is more formal in 1its procedures. Validity of
the data must be assured; to accomplish-this goal, we rely on
fairly traditional methods such as cross-examination and
triangulation. Through simulation exercises with volunteer
parents and school personnel from districts in the vicinity of
SRI, for example, site visitors learn to'probe-respondents,

" asking the same question in different ways, and pursuing topics -
both directly and indirectly to test relevance and consistency
They are also traiped to draw inferences systematically on th
basis of multiple sources of data. This so—called “trianguiat-
-+ ing" among respondents and other evidencé sources is an. important
~8kill in obtaining an accurate rendition of a particular”eventﬂzn
4 where accuracy 1s defined as “the common understanding of an
event thac avoids the biases of a single respondent.” Pinally,

. the site visitor training emphasizes that, when appropriate, they
z'tify their perceptions immqﬁfately by paraphrasing a respon-
dent's answer and requesting the respondent to- acknowledge mutual

. ) understanding. Thus, site visitors are trained to be coficerned

, ~  with- establishing validi%y thrgugh "structural corrpboration”

: (Gubgﬁ 1978), ". . . a pfocess of gathering data oﬁ information

,and psing it to establish links 'that eventually create a-whole
' that' 1is supported by the bits of evidence that constitute the
.t . whole. Evidence is structurally corroborative when, pieces of

evidence valridate-each other” (Eisner, 1979, p. 215). . ..
& ~ N
In addition to thése -two purposes, formal training sessipns
provide an opportunity for the dtaff to read and discuss relevant
literature and to strengthen their knowledge of the law and '

, regulations. These séssions- occur in the last few dayg before |
‘the wave of site visitg is -scheduled to begin. Meanwhile, to

prepare for their upcoming trips, the site visitors have been

engaged in other activities besides this training ,-
* ) ‘e . *
C, Selecting Respondents N ! eﬁ ' ;
‘ [ . Iy . . , .
N : . It remains for the site vigitor, .in preparation for each

site visit, to perform the complex task of seleoting the actual
. — respondents and ‘setting up the interview schedule with his or her’
: * gite liaison. As described earlier, the topics to be covered
Erf : during a given site visit are specified in the debrieggng formaf. .
Also ‘derived from the concentpal framework are cniter for
v selecting respondentS\to be interviewedﬁpn ‘the specified topics.’

e NN

. ' B-21 . A




“a
v

These criteria may be in the nature of a role' description (e.g.,
. o ~a director of special education” ), or they may specify something
about the kind of information needed (e.g., "a parent who can T e M y
" ) present -a balanced point of view"). The site.visitor's decisions

are based on his or her unique combination of knowledge of the

topics to ‘be pursued and the particulars of the'site known from®

previous visits. Within the common guidelines, the site visitor

determines which-types of respondents are needed and makes spe— -

. . cific choices based on the quality of information received from
' , - pdrticular individuals in.the past and on accesgibility and other

'logistical concerns. .
¢ - “
Where choices of respondents require 8ampling decisions to
be made (e.g., among districts in an irtermediate unit or among -
. schools in a‘district), our approach is modeled after the logic ¢
and spirit of our strategy for selectirng the original sample of
sites: 1In making these decisions as well ¥s less subtle ones,
» the ability of the site'vis®tor to contagct knowledgeable indivi- .- .
- dualg on gite by telephone in advance of the visit is crucial to .
> making the best choices. Thus, an important aspect of the site o
.. visitor's role is to maintain good relationships with key con- .° /
. ‘ _ tacts in the LEA. To underscore how important we view these .
T retationdhipg, -we have established (a policy of -sending a oroject
newsletter to‘our sites in advance of ,each vigit.

’

N

. After an interview schedule has been developed, the. site
* wvigitor continpes preparation for the visit bv specifically
‘,,§/~7_ tailoring the debriefing -format to the particulars of the given
gite. This preparation involves reviewing past debriefings to
determine what further information will now'be sought from parti-
cular respondents. The results of these various preparatory .
activities: is an' open—ended interview guideline, :annotated to-’ 4
+ prompt the site visitor not to overlook cértain questions. '

2 .

-

A e

N . "Retating” Site' Visitor = - o - ’
-4 Each visit itself is conducted by a. two-person team. The : ! T
(permanent) gsite visgitor is accompanied by a\membér of the analy- ' p

sis staff (or perhaps another regular‘%ite visitor) in the role
of "rotatigg” site visitor: :The ‘advantages of Maving the same
person return for every .visit are obvious: familiarity with : e L
people on site greatly increases .trust and fives the site visitor ) .

. N greater access to more accurate and detailid infor®ation. The : y

advantages of our rotating site visitdr st ategy merit gome
explanation. ' . ) g

-
» A ¢

« ~From the cage study point of view, the rotatiné site visitor’
contributes to dmproving both reliability and validity. .As a

T classic reliability check, the rotating site visitor provldes L .
partially independent cogfirmation of the permangnt site yisi- -
¢ . tor's perceptious and interpretations. 1In additlon, whatéver .
‘ biases the permanent ‘site visitor may bring as ayresult.of®his er A;'
- ! ’ ~ ~ . 4 . ‘ ’ ~
- v"- * ! N * < . - ' ~ -
; — . “y . . i LN . .
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het continuing relationghip with people on site are at least dif=-

ferent from those of the rotating site visitor. Moreover, the

rotating site visitor has knowladge of other sites unfamiliar to

the permanent site'visitor #nd, by providing a new perspectiye
during the visit, may be able to prompt the permanent site vigi- .

tor to generate fresh hypotheses. This rectly contributes to

the validity of our findings. Finally, :igzo-person‘team can e )
divide the tasks of asking questions. and taking notes bety®en # * o
themselves in order to do both as well as possible. This ' . .
produces comprehensive field ,notes with many direct quotations.

From the cross-sgite’ analysis point of view, it is crucial

that members of the analygis staff -be able to visit as many
. different sites asﬁpossible A rotating site visitor can inter-
- ., bpret events at one gite as instances of mere general patterns.
Conversely, what appears§to be one kind of problem when inter-

preted in, the context of one site may appear entirely different

when contrasteéd with another site. (Foér example, the differente -
" that an excellent ‘adminiStrator can make may be overlooked by .o
’ someone who hag .never seen one in operation.) This subject is ’
. discussed at greater length in the following section. + *

-

- - oo~ .- -Apart from what we have descnibed te- this-point, what ac- - :
tually happens on site visits varies as much as the-sites them-
selves. Last year, the visits were usually 2 or 3 days in dira-

* tion, but ranged from 1 to 4, depending on the site visitors’
judgments of the'time necegsary to do their jobs adequately. In
the fall, when.we focused on school level personnel, we inter-
viewed as’ few ag 10 and as many as 22 repondents per visit.

Spring .vigits typically involved fewer respondents. *Most wisitsg

begin with a courtesy call to the administrator who ig the key

site contact. In spite of best efforts to plan a schedule of * s

¢ * @  interviews, it is not unusual for.site visitors tq have to do a
lot of reshuffling once they arrive. ) . ' V]

*

The one commonality worth mentioning is a conscious effort
" to 'schedulg interviews in a "bottomup" sequence. For example,
where feasible, site visitors interview teachers ‘before inter-
.+ viewing principals, principals before district administrators,
and district adminigtrators before sehool superintendents. This
sequence is mogt consigtent 'with the explanatory model in our
conceptual framework. It allows the site visitor to construct or
follow a trail of explanations to the limits of the scope of our '=€ .
. study. It also has the advamtage of giving the site visitor . some
' . substance with which to motivate an.interview with a "higher up”
in the system. o !

®

-
14
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Data Analysis T . Lo A

This section ig divided imto+two parts. The first part -
. describes procedutes and methodblogical concerns in the, prepara-' --
* tion of individual case study geports‘( "debriefings”). The -~ T

- -
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gsecond part describeé'proced!res and considerations in performing
cross—-gite analyses on our data. § : '

(

.

‘Indfvidual Case Studies
With few exceptions, our data are qualitative. Before being roe
anaI?zed by the permanent site visitor, the data consist primar-
ily of interview notes. Whatever forms and documents that have
been ¢ollected on site are usually mere supplements to these
.. » * notes, in the sense that their availability makes it pgssible.to
. focus intefview time on questions that cannot be answered by
reference to’the documents.

‘s

The format for data reduction is the debriefing format,
which we described above (see "Debriefing”). The site vigitar
responds to each item in this format with prose that may range
frqm a sentence or two.to several typed pages. Responses vary in ;
depth and subtlety, and particularly in the thoroughness with
which each topic is treated at differént sites. Each response

. describes some event.or activity and, according to the approach
. , dictated by our conceptual framework, embeds these desctiptions *

- . - % - 1in-their-local- context. To illustrate the flavor of these
&, e ‘responses, here is 7sample from an actual repott:
:'// Private schools became an i&sue when distriet officials . -
- , tried to bring back into district-sponsored brograms .
’ all ¢hildren (mostly LH [learning hdndicapped]) ‘that

they had formerly placed in private schools. The :
distrféi felt that . . . they now had the “programs to
; N

*

-

serve ese chiidren. According ta the special ed per-
sonnel, the transition was being accepted by parents
. during conferences at which the district assured
. 3 'parents that their child could go back to the private -
‘ school if things didn t work out in the publie program.
Then a representative from the private gshool associ-
ation came on the scene and, as a. result of his persua-
sion, many parents decided they would oppose the change A\
back to public school placements through fair Hearings
. ) (the private schools provided the resources)
-~
This particular example als ilIustrateg the general point that‘
explanations are often convgyed most effectively by stories~or

uotations. *
1 ~/ 5. -

- ¥ - : :
) ) Thé essenc ase study reports is their context-
. dependency. The ersion of the first'‘debriefing format
began with a section/called) “background,® which was intended to

7 I

teristicg—s As the tructure of the debriefing formats evolved in
- ' use,, this section became a “preamble.” *Simply, “this evolution
reflects the degree to which site vigitors feel the necessity of

. . . - N 3_24 R . + ._f
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i in performing cross—site analysis, we had several objectives

L4
-

providing a less cursory context for their responses ta jndi-
vidual items, The best debriefings are filled with cross-
references among items, because the format has forced the writer
to break a complexly interconnected story into discrete units.

To tranéform raw interview notes into discrete responses to .

specific items, the site visitor must reorganize the notes from a
by-respondent~ structure to a “by-topic” structure.- In doing
go, the principal mental activity of the site vigitor is selec—,
tion. "Each visit confrongs the site’ visitor with a potentiaIly
bewildering array of, possibly‘significant facts and explanations. ,
The process of seledtion begins with the planning for the visit,
continues throughout the interviews, and characterizes every
decision that goes into the case study repott. Between the
guidelines of the conceptual framework and the techniques of
establishing structural corroboration, the site visitor must

]eliminate the insignificant and fix on whdt emerges as salient

i and important. This process is imperfect; it is too subjective
for many 'researchers' taste; it relies‘on intuition and judgment.
Nevertheless, given the experience of our staff and appropriate
training, the process works. It produces fascinating descrip-
tions. and epranations of what is going on at individual sites.

The princéipal methodological issue in these case studies . ..

F concerns the degree of 'certainty one can have about a charaFter—

ization based on a limited number of respondents. This concern

is one of the most significapt trade-offs we have to make between

, depth, which implies spending more time at each site, "and

breadth, which implies a -greater number of\gites than can be

investigaﬁbd optimally. .Of necessity, we5;33>;aﬂ,q policy of ¢
‘pragmatism about .dePth of evidence. When two sdfirces contradict
.each other .and no other relevant evidence exists, we always say

\so. Otherwise, our guidelines for.writing debriefings advise

e visitors to-uge language precisely to convey the basis for,
uncertainty. This poliey might have serious drawbacks if ou;
approach to cross-site analysis were hore conventipnal. Given -

" the approach we adopted, Mowever, the actual degree’ of uncer—
tainty in individual case étudies is more than tolerable.
v C,

Cross—Site Analysis .

Iy
'

that could only be met by data from a variety of sites with
diverse charactertshics. One important objective was to ‘provide
summary descriptions of those aspects of local impleme tation
thats are reasonably uniform across sites. Examples of dych find—
ings ‘are that all LEAs-have IZP procedures in place and -that they, .
tend to make placement décisions on the basis of openings in “

v

avadilable programs. - . )

-
- o

Another important objective was to describe differencas in
imp}ementatioq from site to site. and tq attempt to explain, these
. differences iﬁ implementation bv identifving other differences.

)

. ‘ :. .
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among sites with which they are associated. One example of this
kind of finding is that LEAs id sgtates whose regulationg conflict
with federal rggulations are having a more difficult time with
implementation®than LEAs in states whose regulations do not
This example is one that we anticipated in our site
Another: example is that LEAs.with "houndary
crossing” school—Based personqel such as resource Feachers, are
- having more success with "mainstreaming” than LEAs without such
personnel This example emerged from our analyse%.

conflict. -
gselection strategy.

An additional objective of the cross-site analyses was to

test the generality of explanatiofis for events at individual .
sites that appeared to provide support for our conceptual frame-
work. For example, we were told at one site that informal meet-
ings for the purpoge of establishing priorities among referrals
were necessary because there was'no other way to keep from over-
loading the system's capacity to evaluate.children within legal’
timelines.- This explanation, of course, fit our conceptual

- framework perfectly. The relevant questions for cross-site

~analysis were the overall prevalence of such . prescreening”
meetingd and the extent to which their presence or absence is
related to a perceived limit of the system fo. handle unpriori-
tized referrals. :

4

=

V4 5
Thus, the purpose of cross-site analyses was to make infer-
ences across sites about LEAs in general. Analyses were per— '

&ormed to test the extent to which statements of findings' coul
« -be supported across. all our sites, or tould berassociated wi

o \“eertain characteristics explaining differences among LEAs.

Lo ! e’
“. As a result of our approach to the individual case studies,
the debriefings contained descriptions and explanations that
relied. beavily on details of each site's local context. TFor sSome
-~. ¢f the goals of our crogs—site analyses, retrieving the relevant
1nfogmation directiy from the debriefings (e.g., whether notifi-
catton and cqpéent procedures ‘age in place) was quite straight-
‘forward., For other purposes‘(e: g¢, testihg inferences about
connectionp between timelines znd prescreening mechanisms), 1
was i{mpossible._In many cases, directly retrieving rel2vant
‘infofmation from*the debrie(ings was logically possible b:k

logistically dffficult and inefficient.

e‘A cordingly,Jwe degided
we could accompl¥sh all our. goals most effiriently with an , . .

approach that made more direct use of the" fleld notes and knowl-
edge of the-.site visitors and 1ess direct use of the debriefings
themselves.* ' , ' .

14

' 'J . . - .".." ~"‘

* We also decided té capitalize on our {terative approach by

! modifying our indibidual site case. reporc procedureg for next
year by shaping them more specifically to feed into! our oo
&> anticipated croé%-siCe analyses. ) !
. ‘ L
. . ‘ . - . A
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"? +. The appnoach to cross-site analysis we adopted recapitulates

"the logic of anfindividual case study Edch of the 22 individual ‘ \
;@ sites in our study is treated as a "respondent|,” in-the” person of ’ . ¢
. ' the site visitor permanently assigned to that sites The topics ‘
t oy . of interest are constrained ﬁy the six BEH evaluation questions,

our concern for policy relevance,any our conceptual framework.
Procedures are designed to ensure that a wide variety. of hypoth—
<. eses are generated and that the most feasonable and interesting -
. ’ of them are tested against the data. inally, the findings are '
selected and organized with the goal of highlighting and exempli-
fying important themes and patterns. The remainder of this - %
- gectton describes the procedures in more detail.
« o ~ - "
. The first step in our cross-site analysis was to generate a
. 7 file of potential findings. .Each member.of the staff was asﬁed
Ve ' to generate an unstructured list of statements tHat he’or she ~
"would like to see in the filnal report. . These statements were -

- written on file cards. The heuristic suggested to site visitors, .
who were in the process of completing their debriefings, was to ’
"thinlygof interesting findings at their sites and then write them
asg 1if theyuwere true at more than one site. Members of, the
anal¥gis 'staff who had been to several sites as rotating site
visitors tepded to write statements -on a more general or abstract

. plane than permanent site visitors. Statements were pade in *

. varying degrees of "detail and abstraction by everyone who par- " . '
ticipated in this’activity . Here are wo examples drawn arbi-

trarily from the original file.r

Schools feel pretty confident that” they have
taken specific and adequate steps to inform .
. : parents of stheir rights. Théy typically say . -
Lt - they provide something in writing and pgesent ‘
. the information verbally -
T + ' Although teache%s spend a-lot of time doing’ ’ .
IEPs,- they don't £ind‘them all that useful on
a daily basis- .- ;;&' -

. - ¥ -

A =

We were aware -that our. biases were not independent,- and
therefore built into the procedure an exhaustiveness heuristic.
We compiled’a list of sources for- statements in addition to
ourselves (e.g., BEH documents, periodic newsletters,” ‘notes from
gtaff meetings over the previous year), and then systematically -
went through these- gources and wtoté statemepts from them. By
the time our file had grown to owat 1500 cagds, we. were convinced

* that we were not omitting anything imvor;ant.\j
. . Ve - N .o . .
E : L T LT e
3; The ngxt stepsiaegan thd first. wave of selecting and organ-— )

izing the potential fTindings. A major effort was devoted to
‘ sorting the cards according to categories developed in a tenta-
‘tive flnal report outline. After the cards had been ‘through this
gross sort; a member of the analysis team took each category-and - ,
broke it down into subtoBics, each of which could be discussed in b
" .a paragraph or two. At this stage, dunlicates were remoyed and

» ’ .
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very similar statebents were ciipped together. Thisgsort reduced ‘
the total number of cards to fewer than 1,000. ’

>
- [y
o

At this point, members of the core analysis staff went -
through the file and' flagged those statements that were relativ .
ly general and abstraqgy (ica., stated in a manner moxe like 31\
cross—site findings .than like individual-site findings) , The

“

£

. cards that\represented specific instances of more, general state- ’

ments were removed and filed for 1ater reference. We made cer- .
tain that we included all the points we wanted to make (if, tHey
were supported by data) From that time on, we continued to work
with only this subset (about 250) of the cards. - . RN

Our next sortiné was done according to the-tYpe of statement N
on the card. A distinction was made among assumptions, findings,

‘and conc1usions, though some overlap was tolerated. : This sort. . 'hf\h
separated the assumptions or conclusions from the findings. From : s e’
within the findings, the .more specific statements were g ouped - BN
undexr the related, but more inclusive, general sttatement:’r This. s

gsort narrowed our file td about 30 categories of\Cards, each
category correspounding in one way or another to a set of findings , . v
(evg., IEP meetings, "mainstreaming,” due process hearings).

< =l -
The next step was to format these 30 sets of cards, into an
outline of the findings in a final report. The analysis staff
worked "from both ends” to converge on this format. At one end
we worked.with the set of cards in a spatial array, which we ) ci

" moved around to represent relative distances, conceptually, among’

!
1
1
i

‘: .generality of these statements remained to. be tested.

topics. At the other end, we took into account our sense of the
information needs of the various audiences for the final report. &
The result of this exercise was a new emergent outline that i
became, in fatt, the working outline for the findings chapters of
this report. - -

-

3

To summarize, at this point in our cross—site analysis we
had produced a set of a few hundred statements that were organ-
ized according to a .possible final report outline. If all of -
“these statements were unequivbcally true, the findings chapters
essentially would have been written. Of course, the veracity. and

0
~

x The next step in our cross*site analysis wag to produce a

"draft 1fst of propositions for 'site visf#itor review.” Unlike the
statements that served as input to this step, the propositions
were carefully worded to constitute an integrated whole. Under '
each of 21 headings (e.g., "eligibility and identification,” o
"in-gervice training”), propositions were listed in sequences
intended to conXey an organized presentation of a finding.
flithin each sequehce, an attempt was mgde to brea% down the )
structure of an argument into component statenents. Following -
are two examples of simple propositions:

3.c. Regular classroom teachers express a need or desire . ®
for morg useful training in how to make referrals. .
1 ' N .
‘ " B-28 (- ' L.
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¢« 16.a. The greatest impact of the 1aw at the school level
has been to add new duties to old -ones.

These propositions were wnitten for the specificvpurpbse of
systematically eliciting carefiully structured responses’ from the
8ite'visitors. Accompanying the 33-page list of propdsitions
: were two pages 6f instructions and two different response for-

. mats. Site visitors responded for each of their sites independ-
‘ently For each proposition,’ the bgsic response format asked for
any "qualificatipons, examples, and quotations that the site vis-

itor wanted to offer.* In practice, site visitors were encour-
aged to use the "comments” column to indicate explicitly the

) J sense in which a given ‘proposition did@or did *not apply to each
site. i . - - -
) CoL . SeveraI points~about this exercise bear emphasis.. First,-y .

; there was %gme presumption that the propositiors were generally
) true but needed to be qualified appropriately.. Everyone under-
stood that the purpose 6f the exercise was to produce a report of
v R finding% in yhich words-would be used, as precisely as possible .to
N X conwé?*the&gonditions under ‘which the propositions:were true and

. : .. "the conditions under which they were ‘not ‘true. As a. result, site

® visitors were encouraged 0 disagrée with ‘the impliedVgeneralitg

. of a proposition by explaining pretisely how{% given gtte was an
s, exception. In addition, they were free to use the "don't know"

response category'and vften did so, particularly when they»were
uncertain as to whether the evidencé€ from a site was solid. This

. response option protected us .agajnst making inferences .across- 3 -
~ sites that relied or shaky d individual site. More- -
over, many of thé proposifions made,reference to conditions that

did not hold at all sites (e.g.;, due process* hearings). In these
. cases, the appropriate response was doeSn t ?pply, which“Was

of ten accompanied by a description of the Treason. The Bame

responsﬂ format was used to elicit relevant examples and quota—

tions, which were: typically drawn directly from the ‘debriefirygs.

Y .Thus,. an important function served by' the exercise was to make
the writing of the final report a“truly collaborative enterprise.

_Not only did site visitors' responses determine which proposi-

N " tions remained unchanged, they also provided cases in point,
" . & exceptioas, and the specifics of qualifications. [

-

-
lalnN

‘ - After s?te visitor ;esponses had been given to all the , .
propositions the analysis staff was in a position analogous to |
that of the site visitor writing a debriefing. For each, of 21
topics, the "data collection’ "#stage of the cross-site analysis
procedure had. produced 22 sets of responses to. bé integrated

] . Y o : * .

yl

- - ~
v
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* The other responge format,s rarely used, invited qite visitors

to restate the propoqition however they wished - 'y
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Qualifications to the propositions had come in mani'guises. At
this point, the analysis consisted of deep impersion in the data
on a toptc-by-topic basis. - Our actual proceduré involved assign~
ing a méﬁbegiof the analysis staff to, study site visitor responses
to a particular topic, andthen.to draff a summar$ of the quali-
fications to the propositions necessitated by the site visitor
responses. Working with these notes, and sets of examples and
quotati?ns from the debriefings, we were able to write each
.section ‘of the findings chapters,

When all site visitor responses were yes or no, or there
were one or two clear exceptions, it was relatively easy to
.generate descriptive text from the propositions. When responses
were divided, we referred to our "site factor matrix” to see if
the division could be explained by characteristics of sites
similar to our original site selection factors (see Tables 1
aﬁd_z and accompanying text, above). We also looked for new
explahatory factors that emerged from the analysis (e.g., the
previously mentioned presence or absence. of resource teacher
types)., When we failed to make sense«ou§ of the pattern of
regponses, we rejected the proposigion as useless or decided to
pursue the #ssug, next year rather thaﬁ}attempt to report on it
prematurely." % LS k4 '

By adopting an inductive approach to cross—site analysis, we
"freed ourselves from the necessity to use every site to test

every proposition. Instead, we limited ‘our search for generaliz-
able explanations to the subset of sites that provided both rele-

. -vant .and reliable data on a particular matter. Thus, .different

sités were used for different purposes, as appropgiate. This
approach enabled us to avoid the loss of interesting and impor-
tant findings that appeared in only a few sites or in different
forms in different sites., °




